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Preface 


The  United  States  is  the  heir  and  standard-bearer  of  a  culture  begotten 
and  bred  in  Europe.  That  culture  rests  on  the  twin  foundations  of 
Graeco-Roman  politics  and  law  and  Judaeo-Christian  ethics  and  religion. 
Our  own  tradition  and  history  give  us  a  unique  position  as  modern 
champions  of  those  ancient  insights.  Our  constitutional  democracy  and 
our  industrial  technology  provide  us  with  unique  opportunities  to  realize 
the  Western  promise  in  the  daily  practice  of  our  lives  and  through  the 
sure  functioning  of  free  institutions.  We  are  equipped  to  achieve  both 
citizenship  as  social  and  political  participation  in  the  shaping  of  our  lives 
and  destinies  and  the  full  development  of  the  ultimate  and  irreducible 
person.  Possessed  of  vast  power  and  called  to  leadership  in  the  world,  we 
can,  if  we  will,  spread  our  ideals  elsewhere  and  help  others  on  the 
road  to  their  realization.  Our  middle-class  society  is  marked  by  an  in- 
creasingly shared  amplitude  of  economic  means  and  by  broad  enjoyment 
of  leisure  for  the  cultivation  of  humane  ends.  It  is  the  true  classless  so- 
ciety, without  benefit  of  revolution  or  need  for  totaHtarian  discipUne. 
It  is  the  leader  in  the  fight  against  these  needless  and  soul-destroying  ills, 
and  against  their  spread.  Its  mission  is  to  persuade  those  still  free  that 
they  can  with  its  help  profitably  and  successfully  follow  its  way,  and 
to  rescue  those  who  are  the  victims  of  tyranny  and  set  them,  too,  on  the 
right  path.  To  that  end  it  must  first  strengthen  its  adherence  to  its  own 
ideals  and  institutions  at  home,  and  purify  its  political  practice.  It  must 
fight  without  compromise  the  internal  enemies  of  its  method  of  freedom. 
It  must  maintain  without  compromise  the  essential  rights  of  those  com- 
mitted to  those  methods,  and  must  champion  the  values  of  creative 
dissent  and  personal  difference.  Its  foreign  policy  must  no  less  clearly 
and  forthrightly  distinguish  between  friend  and  foe,  and  must  be  de- 
vised as  an  integral  part  of  the  total  politics  of  a  nation  whose  interest 


is  international   and  whose  ethical  principles   rightly   claim   universal 
validity. 

Such  are  the  theses  of  this  book.  In  propounding  them,  the  authors 
have  sought  to  clarify  the  issues  in  the  present  "Great  Debate,"  and  to 
fight  the  extremes  of  Utopian  worldism  and  realistic  nationalism. 
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Bipolar  conflict  of  purposes 

The  principal  problems  of  American  foreign  policy  arise  from  the  sus- 
tained tension  between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  Each  has 
its  supporters,  though  in  the  one  case  they  are  allies;  in  the  other,  satel- 
lites. Each  competes  for  the  support — moral,  material,  and  miUtary — 
of  uncommitted  peoples.  Each  has  profound  interests  and  seeks  by  per- 
suasion and  power  to  extend  and  secure  them.  Those  interests  appear  to 
be  incompatible  and  irreconcilable.  For  each  power  represents  a  radically 
different  form  of  government.  Each  embodies  a  radically  different  con- 
cept of  culture.  Each  takes  a  radically  different  attitude  towards  the 
nature  of  international  law  and  organization.  Each  espouses  a  radically 
different  doctrine  of  obligation  toward  other  peoples  and  governments. 
Hence  the  conflict,  being  between  two  antithetical  ways  of  life  and 
thought,  is  genuinely  bipolar. 

Nevertheless,  each  of  the  chief  adversaries  professes  a  profound  desire 
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for  peace  and  assures  the  world  that  it  has  no  intention  of  provoking  war 
against  the  other.  Yet,  each  accuses  the  other  of  attitudes  and  behavior 
incompatible  with  such  protestations  of  peaceful  intent.  Each  is  fearful 
and  suspicious  of  the  other.  Each  is  righteously  indignant  at  the  other's 
actions  and  arguments.  Each  is  self-righteous  and  proclaims  its  own  cor- 
rectness without  reservation.  Each  therefore  doubts  the  assurances  given 
the  world  by  the  other.  Hence  each  feels  insecure.  For  each  is  convinced 
that  the  other's  assurances  are  merely  propaganda  to  gain  support  and 
constitute  weapons  in  a  cold  war  whose  purpose  is  either  to  prepare  for 
a  hot  one  or  to  gain  victory  over  the  other  without  battles. 

What  is  more,  each  is,  in  a  sense,  right.  For  this  major  conflict  of  our 
day  is  a  civil  war  within  Western  civilization.  It  is,  moreover,  a  struggle 
to  determine  which  power  shall  be  the  bearer  to  the  East  of  the  blessings 
and  promise  of  the  West.  It  is,  that  is  to  say,  a  battle  as  to  which  of  these 
great  subcontinental  states  is  the  proper  leader  and  standardbearer  of  in- 
dustrial technology  and  of  that  democracy  which  is  its  requisite  comple- 
ment. It  is,  more  profoundly,  a  struggle  as  to  which  side  truly  embodies 
the  Western  activist  heritage;  which  correctly  interprets  its  ethical  in- 
sights, liberty,  equality,  and  justice;  which  provides  the  proper  path  to 
secure  the  conditions  of  human  fulfillment.  Finally,  from  the  Western 
viewpoint,  the  conflict  is  a  crusade  against  a  dangerous  heresy  begotten 
within  Western  culture  itself. 

Doubts  as  to  the  likelihood  of  peaceful  settlement  are  therefore  justi- 
fied. So,  too,  are  suspicions  that  the  opposing  camps  desire  peace  only 
on  condition  of  total  victory  for  their  respective  interpretations.  Further- 
more, the  Western  world  can  properly  accept  an  accommodation  with 
the  U.S.S.R.  only  if  and  when  the  latter  abaixions  and  repents  its  funda- 
mental heresy  and  ceases  to  promote  its  erroneous  views  as  to  human 
destiny  and  the  path  for  its  pursuit. 

A  brief  initial  statement  of  the  stands  of  the  parties  should  make  the 
profound  depth  of  the  conflict  clear.  According  to  Marxist-Leninist 
teaching,  capitalist  nations  must  inevitably  wage  war.  They  are  driven 
thereto  by  the  contradictions  inherent  in  capitalism  and  by  its  conse- 
quent crises.  All  capitalist  societies  are  retrogressive  and  unable  peace- 
fully to  escape  cyclical  depressions  and  unemployment.  War  and  war 
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economies  offer  temporary  relief,  however  much  they  lastingly  weaken 
the  system.  Because  they  are  helplessly  declining,  capitalist  nations  must 
and  do  desperately  seize  on  this  palliative.  It  is,  nevertheless,  their  ulti- 
mate doom.  For  it  creates  conditions  for  revolution  within  them,  as  to- 
day it  may  give  opportunity  for  Communist  powers  to  intervene  force- 
fully and  give  the  coup  de  grace. 

Unfortunately,  however,  the  Soviet  Communist  argues,  capitalist 
aggressive  war  today  will  be  directed  against  Communist  countries. 
In  the  past,  wars  were  between  capitalist  nations.  They  were  the  civil 
wars  of  the  capitalist  system.  The  proletariat  suffered  as  cannon  fodder. 
But  the  disciplined  Communist  leadership  could  still  regard  such  wars 
as  hastening  the  day  of  Communist  triumph.  Further,  it  could  prepare 
to  grasp  the  psychological  and  sociological  moment  to  attain  victory 
by  revolutionary  seizure  of  power.  Today  the  capitalist  powers  do  not 
indulge  in  such  palliative  internecine  strife.  They  grimly  seek  to  destroy 
Communist  nations,  and  above  all  the  U.S.S.R.,  before  it  is  too  late. 
For  otherwise  the  conspicuous  successes  of  Communism  in  creating  a 
better  and  richer  order,  and  the  manifest  contrast  of  declining  capitalist 
powers,  which  are  unable  to  solve  their  economic  and  social  problems, 
will  in  due  course  bring  revolution  in  the  latter  and  the  ultimate  world 
triumph  of  the  former. 

Communist  peoples,  their  propagandists  insist,  desire  only  peace,  so 
that  they  may  develop  fully  the  resources  of  their  lands,  enjoy  an  ever- 
increasing  well-being,  and  attain  a  brilliant  culture  in  which  all  men 
shall  share.  But  the  capitalist  world,  properly  fearful  of  Communist 
demonstration  of  how  good  life  can  be  for  ordinary  men,  cannot  permit 
such  peace.  It  has  to  attack  and  must  make  its  objective  the  total 
elimination  of  Communist  institutions,  for  it  cannot  confront  a  gen- 
uinely just,  equal,  and  free  society.  Such  a  society  by  example  renders 
capitalist  ethical  professions  manifest  hypocrisy  in  the  defense  of  un- 
just privilege  and  exploitation. 

The  Communist  theorists  therefore  contend  that  mere  prudence,  not 
less  than  obligation  to  their  own  theory  and  practice  of  genuine  social 
justice,  requires  that  Communist  nations  prepare  for  self-defense.  For 
they  will  be  forced  to  fight;  by  the  nature  of  the  situation  capitalist 
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powers  cannot  be  sincere  in  their  professed  desire  for  peace.  "What  is 
more,  the  Communist  peoples,  hounded  into  war,  must  be  ready  to  de- 
stroy the  aggressors.  They  must  put  an  end  forever  to  their  evil  designs 
and  to  their  institutions,  at  once  antiquated  and  oppressive.  Then  men 
will  at  last  be  freed  and  capable  of  effective  pursuit  of  happiness.  Such 
?.n  intention,  however,  is  not  aggressive;  the  Soviet  world  would  cheer- 
fully live  in  peace  and  allow  time  and  inherent  internal  contradictions 
to  destroy  capitalist  governments  and  classes.  From  solicitude  for  its 
own  peoples  and  for  the  oppressed  in  capitalist  countries,  it  would  in- 
deed vastly  prefer  such  a  course,  confident  that  the  outcome  was  not 
in  doubt. 

Such  is  the  Communist  thesis,  as  currently  expounded  by  Russian  and 
Chinese  leaders  and  thinkers.  The  Western  viewpoint  lacks  a  like  coher- 
ence— the  consequence  of  neat  dogma.  Its  essential  themes  may  never- 
theless be  briefly  indicated.  In  essence,  the  response  of  the  West,  and 
especially  of  the  United  States,  is  that  capitalism  in  the  Communist 
sense  is  nonexistent.  The  Communist  interpretation  is  a  myth  and  a 
dangerous  delusion.  For  it  is  totally  unrelated  to  the  course  and  prac- 
tice of  Western  industrial  and  democratic  society.  The  real  inequalities 
and  injustices  perceived  by  Marx  a  century  and  more  ago  have  not 
grown  greater  and  worse  with  the  passage  of  time.  On  the  contrary,  the 
so-called  middle  class  has  vastly  increased  in  numbers.  At  the  same 
time  labor,  and  especially  organized  labor,  has  achieved  rates  of  pay 
v/hich  compare  favorably  with  those  of  white-collar  workers.  Progressive 
taxation  has  meanwhile  lessened  the  gap  between  rich  and  poor.  Its 
proceeds  have  been  used  in  considerable  part  to  improve  the  conditions 
cf  workers  and  farmers  and  to  increase  their  security.  Mass  production 
and  distribution  have  made  available  to  most  men  rich  and  varied  goods 
and  have  rendered  them  inexpensive.  The  health  and  the  life  expectancy 
of  the  population  as  a  whole  has  risen. 

Simultaneously,  class  differentials  in  their  enjoyment,  once  so  con- 
spicuous, have  slowly  but  surely  decreased  and  continue  to  do  so.  Tech- 
nology and  industrial  management  have  reduced  backbreaking  drudgery 
and  monotony.  The  hours  men  spend  at  work  have  lost  much  of  their 
past  misery  and  have,  in  an  increasing  number  of  instances,  become 
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a  source  of  satisfaction.  Thanks  to  high  level  production  and  to  the 
efforts  of  trade  unions,  most  men  now  enjoy  considerable  leisure.  Public 
and  private  provision  have,  moreover,  made  possible  most  varied  uses  of 
leisure  time,  w^ith  consequent  satisfaction  for  all  sorts  and  conditions 
of  men.  With  America  in  the  lead,  "Western  society  has  in  varying  de- 
grees combined  democratic  political  institutions,  guarantees  of  per- 
sonal and  group  rights,  and  industrial  technology.  It  thereby  has  secured 
increasingly  and  peacefully  the  blessings  of  a  genuinely  classless  society, 
wherein  diverse  personalities  gain  the  fulfillments  of  free  men  without 
conflict  and  without  compulsion. 

On  these  grounds,  the  non-Marxist  insists  that  the  descendants  of 
Marx  have  been  blinded  by  their  doctrine.  They  have  not  observed,  they 
cannot  see,  they  will  not  look  at,  the  vast,  rich,  and  satisfying  social 
panorama  stretched  before  their  eyes  by  and  in  the  West.  Driven  by 
dogma,  they  magnify  flaws  and  imperfections  out  of  all  proportion. 
They  fail  utterly  to  note  progressive  improvements  and  falsely  deny 
the  sustained  and  conscious  search  for  betterment.  As  a  consequence, 
they  cannot  perceive  the  irrelevance  and  error  of  their  teaching  that 
nations  they  persist  in  calUng  capitalist  must  go  to  war.  The  democratic 
and  industrial  West,  aware  of  its  achievements,  actually  knows  no  such 
crises  as  the  Communists  depict.  It  feels,  rather,  that  it  has  at  last  suc- 
cessfully eliminated  the  shocks  of  extreme  trade-cycle  fluctuations. 
Convinced  of  its  superiority  in  achievement  and  that  its  path  is  progress 
and  promise,  it  desires  peace.  It  finds  the  necessity  of  war  industries  and 
defense  measures  a  wretched  frustration  and  an  exasperating  delay 
in  its  meliorative  course.  Such  undertakings  are  thrust  upon  it  by  the 
doctrines  of  its  opponents — by  their  consequent  policies  of  vast  arma- 
ment, expansion,  and  subversive  activities  which  they  have  directed 
to  frustrate  merely  imagined  Western  designs  and  to  promote  point- 
less revolutions.  Left  in  peace,  as  it  desires,  the  West  is  confident  that 
it  can  achieve  the  real  goods  promised  by  the  Communists  for  the 
classless  society,  as  indeed  it  has  in  many  areas  achieved  them  already. 
It  can  likewise  avoid,  as  those  who  follow  its  way  may  avoid,  the  viola- 
tion and  corruption  of  liberties  and  the  resultant  perversion  of  the  very 
ends  that  are  also  professedly  pursued  by  its  chief  opponent.  Western 
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analysts  are  driven  to  conclude  that  the  teachings  sponsored  by  the 
Soviet  Union  are  an  expression  of  envy  and  of  resentful  inferiority.  Its 
practices  appear  deliberately  calculated  to  hinder  Western  achievement 
of  the  good  life  and  to  lessen  the  present  gap  between  the  two  groups 
by  the  enforced  necessities  of  Western  defense. 

Moreover,  the  Western  observer  is  forced  by  the  propaganda  of 
modern  Russia  to  the  conviction  that  some  form  of  Soviet  satellitized 
confederation  of  nations  is  the  ultimate  objective  of  the  Communist 
heirs  of  Marx.  The  Westerner  perceives  that  the  cold  war  technique  is 
simply  a  crass  perversion  of  Spinoza's  "Peace  is  not  merely  the  absence 
of  war"  for  the  purpose  of  winning  a  Sovietized  peace  without  war. 
Changes  in  the  party  line  within  the  Soviet  Union  reinforce  his  belief 
that  defeat  and  overthrow  of  powers  not  Communist  after  the  Soviet 
pattern,  and  under  Russian  leadership,  is  the  sole  and  uncreative  ob- 
jective of  the  rulers  of  the  U.S.S.R.  They  not  only  insist  that  capitalism 
must  be  destroyed;  they  regard  independent  communist  dictatorships 
as  traitors  to  the  supposed  duty  to  destiny  and  right,  as  Soviet  dia- 
tribes against  Tito's  regime  in  Yugoslavia  make  clear.  The  observer 
concludes  that  Russian  blindness  to  actual  Western  achievement  is  de- 
liberate. The  professed  concern  of  the  party  leaders  and  theorists  for 
the  universal  attainment  of  human  well-being  involves  much  hypocrisy 
in  addition  to  delusive  dogma.  The  whole  movement  aims  at  a  world 
order  under  Russian  direction. 

The  initial  errors  of  Marxist  teaching  have,  then,  been  compounded 
(even  as  that  teaching  has  been  progressively  perverted)  in  the  service 
of  Russia's  traditional  nationalistic  and  imperial  ambition,  now  mag- 
nified beyond  all  proportion.  Testimony  to  this  development  may  indeed 
be  found  in  the  divergent  definitions  of  "cosmopolitan"  in  the  1935 
and  the  1948  editions  of  the  official  Soviet  Encyclopedia,  which  in- 
deed make  sense  only  on  such  an  interpretation.  In  1935,  a  cosmopolitan 
was  "one  who  asserts  he  belongs  to  no  single  nationality,  but  regards 
the  whole  world  as  his  home."  By  1949  he  had  become  "a  person  of  anti- 
patriotic,  bourgeois  opinions  who  asserts  hypocritically  that  the  whole 
world  is  a  single  fatherland  and  who  refuses  to  defend  his  own  country." 
This  last  definition,  it  is  vital  to  realize,  occurred  long  after  the  German 
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invasion  had  been  repelled  and  at  a  time  when  Russia  had  successfully 
used  its  position  in  the  United  Nations  to  minimize  the  possibilities  of 
effective  international  co-operation  on  a  world-wide  scale. 


The  two  powers 

Present  bipolar  conflict  rests,  it  is  true,  on  fundamental  differences  in 
ethics  and  in  ideology.  But  it  is  also  a  conflict  between  the  Soviet  Union 
and  her  satellites,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  nations  of  Western  Europe, 
North  and  South  America,  on  the  other.  In  that  conflict,  it  is  Russia 
which  aims  at  indirect,  if  not  direct,  world  domination.  For  it  is  Russia, 
inspired  by  Marxist  teaching,  which  denies  the  possibilities  of  peaceful 
coexistence  of  different  social-economic  orders;  denies  the  claims  of 
effective  diversity  in  ways  of  looking  at  and  ways  of  doing  things; 
denies  that  nations  may  be  united  in  their  efforts  to  better  their  own  and 
other  peoples  unless  and  until  they  all  accept  one  doctrine  and  one 
discipline. 

Nevertheless,  the  actual  polarization  of  poHtical  power  is  not  due 
solely  to  the  teachings  of  Marx  as  adapted  to  international  relations  by 
Lenin  and  twisted  in  the  service  of  Russian  interests  by  Stalin — whose 
overall  policy  Malenkov  apparently  intends  to  continue,  with  whatever 
expedient  and  temporary  modifications.  The  process  has  proceeded 
quietly  for  well  over  a  century,  as  the  new  challengers  for  leadership  in 
the  world,  America  and  Russia,  have  edged  their  way  into  the  top  tier 
of  world  powers,  and  the  former  leaders,  the  Great  Powers  of  Western 
Europe,  have  declined.  With  exceptional  foresight,  Alexis  de  Tocque- 
ville  wrote  in  1835: 

There  are,  at  the  present  time,  two  great  nations  in  the  world,  which 
seem  to  tend  towards  the  same  end,  although  they  started  from  different 
points;  I  allude  to  the  Russians  and  the  Americans.  Both  of  them  have 
grown  up  unnoticed;  and  while  the  attention  of  mankind  was  directed 
elsewhere,  they  have  suddenly  assumed  a  most  prominent  place  among 
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the  nations;  and  the  world  learned  their  existence  and  their  greatness  at 
almost  the  same  time. 

All  other  nations  seem  to  have  nearly  reached  their  natural  limits, 
and  only  to  be  charged  with  the  maintenance  of  their  power:  but  these 
are  still  in  the  act  of  growth;  all  others  are  stopped,  or  continue  to  ad- 
vance with  extreme  difficulty;  these  are  proceeding  with  ease  and  with 
celerity  along  a  path  to  which  the  human  eye  can  assign  no  term.  The 
American  struggles  against  the  natural  obstacles  which  oppose  him;  the 
adversaries  of  the  Russian  are  men:  the  former  combats  the  wilderness 
and  savage  life;  the  latter,  civilization  with  all  its  weapons  and  its  arts; 
the  conquests  of  the  one  are  therefore  gained  by  the  plowshare;  those 
of  the  other,  by  the  sword.  The  Anglo-American  relies  upon  personal 
interest  to  accomplish  his  ends,  and  gives  free  scope  to  the  unguided  ex- 
ertions and  common  sense  of  the  citizens;  the  Russian  centres  all  the 
authority  of  society  in  a  single  arm:  the  principle  instrument  of  the 
former  is  freedom;  of  the  latter,  servitude.  Their  starting-point  is  differ- 
ent, and  their  courses  are  not  the  same;  yet  each  of  them  seems  to  be 
marked  out  by  the  will  of  Heaven  to  sway  the  destinies  of  half  the 
globe. -"^ 

Tocqueville's  prophecy  was  remarkable  indeed;  and  it  required  the 
changes  of  a  century  to  give  meaning  and  content  to  what  was  then 
the  imaginative  vision  of  a  seer.  In  Tocqueville's  day,  Jacksonian 
America  was  agrarian  and  mercantile.  It  faced  inward,  across  its  own 
continent.  Its  industry  was  little  developed,  and  that  little  was  located 
chiefly  in  New  England  and  the  East.  The  railroad  age  had  just  begun. 
The  Mississippi  was  still  a  major  artery  of  commerce  and  the  chief  road 
to  the  West.  Men  still  traveled  slowly;  mobility  was  limited;  and  social 
and  cultural  life  was  largely  local.  Tocqueville  perceived  American 
restlessness  and  American  ingenuity,  just  as  he  appreciated  our  po- 
litical participation,  individual  courage  and  energy,  and  the  creative 
powers  of  voluntary  groups  and  local  communities.  Together  these  con- 
stituted the  seed  and  core  of  democratic  promise.  But  Tocqueville 
could  hardly  foresee  the  vast  growth  of  American  industry,  the  indus- 
trial cities  of  the  Middle  West,  and  the  recent  dispersion  of  factories 
in  the  Far  West  and  the  South.  He  could  hardly  foresee  the  modern 

1  Tocqueville,  Alexis  de,  Democracy  in  America,  Henry  Reeve,  trans.  (4th  ed., 
New  York:  Henry  G.  Langley,  1845),  I,  p.  470-71. 
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tempo  of  technological  change,  the  magnitude  and  constant  impact  of 
organized  research,  the  deliberate  invention  of  invention.  He  could 
hardly  foresee  megalopolis  and  suburbia;  the  access  of  city  workers  to 
rural  charms  and  leisure  pursuits,  and  the  ready  accessibility  of  town 
and  city  amenities  to  those  who  live  and  work  on  farms.  He  could 
hardly  foresee  the  mobiHty  of  men  in  the  age  of  automobiles  and 
trailers.  He  could  hardly  foresee  the  easy  mass  distribution  of  goods 
by  vast  transcontinental  freight  trains  and  by  an  endless  chain  of 
trucks  which  thunder  over  arterial  highways  and  serve  small  and  in- 
accessible towns  on  country  roads.  He  could  hardly  foresee  the  trans- 
port of  goods  and  men,  for  peace  or  war,  across  all  the  continents  and 
oceans  by  huge  planes  nor  envisage  the  speed  and  global  range  of  mod- 
ern communications  both  for  peace  and  war.  He  could  hardly  foresee 
America  as  the  great  exemplar  of  gigantic  engineering  projects  which 
controlled  nature  to  enrich  man,  and  as  the  most  extraordinary  de- 
pository of  individual  and  collective  technological  skills.  Yet  it  is  these 
developments  which  have  given  her  that  position  of  world  leadership 
which  Tocqueville  envisioned  as  her  destiny.  These  have  made  her  the 
promise  of  that  democratic  way  of  life  which  he  perceived  to  be — with 
all  its  possible  dangers  and  defects — her  great  contribution  to  human 
betterment,  her  moral  appeal,  and  her  expanding  destiny. 

In  some  respects,  Tocqueville's  awareness  of  Russian  destiny  was 
even  more  remarkable,  as  his  perception  of  the  nature  of  its  political 
order  and  power  is  today  doubly  impressive  in  the  light  of  the  liquidat- 
ing of  its  Revolution.  For  he  lacked  that  firsthand  familiarity  with 
Russia  which  he  possessed  of  the  United  States.  He  wrote  no  analysis 
of  that  country  comparable  to  the  magnificent  Democracy  in  America. 
The  Russia  of  his  day  had  abandoned  alike  the  weird  vision  of  a  Holy 
Alhance  urged  by  Alexander  I  and  the  practical  participation  in  West- 
ern European  affairs  which  had  marked  the  heyday  of  the  Concert  of 
Europe.  Russia  was  for  the  moment  turning  inwards.  It  was  fearfully 
committed  to  unreforming  reaction  and  to  suppressing  the  national 
ambitions  of  subject  peoples.  In  government  a  monarchical  despotism 
of  limited  efficiency,  it  was  socially  a  limited  aristocracy  based  on  own- 
ership of  land,  on  imperial  favor,  and  on  oflSce-holding.  Its  economic 


12    1^    Power  Through  Purpose 

system  was  feudal  and  agrarian,  supplemented  by  town  trade  and 
handicraft  industry  in  the  service  of  court,  aristocracy,  army,  and 
bureaucracy.  Its  native  and  nomadic  peoples  were,  in  the  main,  ig- 
nored. Its  vastnesses  were  partly  unexplored,  largely  unsettled,  and 
hardly  exploited  at  all.  Its  communications  were  backward  and  to- 
tally inadequate  to  efficient  administration.  Western  doctrines  of  progress, 
which  had  penetrated  or  had  been  imported  earlier,  were  not  in  the 
ascendant;  and  those  who  shared  them  were  largely  driven  to  ineffective 
opposition  or  futile  protest.  Apart  from  a  small  professional  class,  some 
merchants,  priests  in  the  Orthodox  Church,  and  lesser  bureaucrats,  it 
lacked  a  middle  class;  and  these  exceptions  were  for  the  most  part 
themselves  either  members  of  or  purveyors  to  a  social  hierarchy  which 
culminated  in  the  court.  Since  industry  was  undeveloped^ — even  as 
measured  by  the  existing  standards  of  a  "Western  Europe,  where  it  was 
still  embryonic — a  city  proletariat  in  the  Marxist  sense  did  not  exist, 
though  in  some  large  cities  impoverished  lower  classes  did.  But  the 
dominant  population  were  peasants,  poor,  largely  unfree,  and  almost 
entirely  illiterate. 

The  freeing  of  the  serfs,  the  sustained  pursuit  of  expansionist  ob- 
jectives and  the  search  for  an  ice-free  port,  the  laying  of  the  trans- 
Siberian  railroad,  the  struggle  for  a  parhament,  and  the  organization 
of  radicahsm  and  of  revolutionary  parties  all  lay  in  the  future.  So,  too, 
did  the  building  of  those  few  large  industrial  enterprises  which  existed 
prior  to  the  Revolution  and  the  official  attempts  to  adapt  Western 
skills  and  organization  which  preceded  World  War  I. 

The  contrasts  between  past  and  present  in  Russia  are  even  more 
startling  than  in  the  United  States.  An  imaginative  perception  of  their 
import  for  agrarian  peoples  is  vital  to  the  understanding  of  the  appeal 
of  the  Russian  way  and,  thus,  to  a  sound  assessment  of  Russia's  strength. 
Despite  setbacks  and  German  destruction  in  World  War  II,  Russia 
has  established  large-scale  modern  industries,  has  taught  masses  of 
previously  untrained  peasants  to  be  industrial  workers,  and  has  de- 
veloped a  force  of  engineers  and  technicians  capable  of  creating  and 
running  such  industries.  It  has  built  new  industrial  towns  in  regions 
once  sparsely  inhabited  and  almost  undeveloped.  It  has  unlocked  and 
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utilized  its  own  varied  mineral  resources.  It  has,  at  horrible  human 
cost,  developed  modern  large-scale  mechanized  agriculture.  It  has  de- 
veloped internal  communications  to  tie  its  empire  and  economy  together, 
as  it  has  developed  city  transport  systems  and  the  public  services  of 
modern  cities.  It  has  developed  bureaucracies  for  government,  not  less 
than  for  industry,  of  an  efficiency  undreamed  of  under  the  czars.  It  has 
reduced  illiteracy  with  extraordinary  thoroughness  and  rapidity.  It 
has  made  books,  movies,  theatres,  opera,  ballet,  and  other  cultural  goods 
effectively  available  to  very  large  numbers  of  people  sprung  from  classes 
which  once  enjoyed  neither  leisure  nor  culture.  It  has,  within  its  own 
hierarchies,  provided  careers  open  to  talents.  It  has  created  genuine 
opportunity  for  persons  who,  under  the  old  regime,  had  no  hopes  of 
rising,  of  developing  valued  skills,  and  of  attaining  positions  of  leader- 
ship or  prestige.  It  has  brought  its  own  backward  and  subject  peoples 
within  the  ambit  of  modern  civilization  and,  however  mxich  it  has  mal- 
treated them  in  the  name  of  service  to  Communist  dogma,  it  has  shown 
interest  and  pride  in  their  native  cultures.  In  general,  it  has  demon- 
strated an  ability  to  adapt  and  use  Western  scientific  knowledge  and 
Western  organizational  skills  in  the  development  of  a  country  pre- 
viously backward  and  dominantly  agrarian  and  to  apply  them  alike  to 
the  needs  of  peace  and  the  exigencies  of  war.  It  has  shown  that  power 
and  prestige  can  be  gained  by  its  methods  and  inferior  status  overcome. 


The  American  task 

To  deny  the  reality  of  these  achievements  would  be  both  foolish  and 
futile.  It  would  be  foolish  because  it  would  prevent  us  from  under- 
standing the  bases  of  pride  and  morale  among  the  peoples  of  the  Soviet 
Union  and  of  Soviet  appeal  to  other  peoples  who  now  stand  where 
Russians  stood  only  yesterday.  It  would  be  futile  because  it  would  con- 
vict us  of  incomprehension  in  the  eyes  of  both  the  Russian  and  the 
satellite  peoples.  It  would  indeed  confirm  their  leaders'  insistence  that 
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we  are  deliberately  hostile  from  malevolence  and  inhumanity  and  from 
envious  resentment  of  their  great  accomplishment  which  we  are  de- 
termined to  destroy  because,  in  rate  and  reach,  it  exceeds  our  own. 
For  the  Soviet  people,  like  any  other,  looks  backward  to  where  it  was 
in  past  generations.  In  that  perspective  its  achievements — especially  to 
men  who  have  no  experience  whereby  to  assess  what  to  the  Westerner 
are  grim  costs — seem  to  warrant  a  pride  in  the  collectively  self-made 
nation  analogous  to  that  earlier  American  boastfulness  which  once  so 
distressed  more  settled  and  sophisticated  Europeans.  Neighboring  peo- 
ples of  like  moral  inexperience  of  Western  freedom,  but  with  similar 
experience  of  mass  miseries  in  populous  agrarian  societies,  quite  intel- 
ligibly contemplate  the  Russian  achievement  with  envy;  desire  to 
achieve  equally  rapid  development;  tend,  because  of  a  not  dissimilar 
past,  to  be  predisposed  to  follow  the  Russian  course  and  pattern;  and  are 
initially  impressed  by  seemingly  generous  promises  of  leadership  and 
sharing  made  by  the  Soviet  rulers.  It  is  therefore  vital  for  us  to  dem- 
onstrate, in  terms  that  those  so  deluded  can  understand  on  the  basis 
of  their  own  experience,  first  that  the  Russian  achievement  is  less  im- 
pressive and  the  Russian  promise  more  delusive  than  they  superficially 
appear;  and  secondly  that  we  can  offer  a  real  and  relevant  alternative 
without  the  Soviet  drawbacks. 

By  Western  criteria,  Russian  industry  may  indeed  be  inefficient,  the 
people's  living  standards  still  miserably  low,  the  diffusion  of  culture 
inadequate.  To  demonstrate  the  superiority  of  the  West  in  all  these 
respects  is  important  in  order  to  show  that  the  Russian  doctrine 
of  inevitable  capitalist  decay  is  nonsense.  That  demonstration  is  also 
relatively  easy.  Next  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  the  rate  of  Russian 
development  has  been  less  startling  than  it  initially  appears  to  be,  since 
Russia  could  freely  borrow  the  arts  and  skills  of  the  West,  developed 
at  great  cost  over  long  time.  Moreover,  it  did  not  suffer  the  liabiUties 
of  already  going  concerns  and  exploited  resources.  It  is  likewise  neces- 
sary to  demonstrate  that  the  West,  and  the  United  States  in  particular, 
has  progressed  enormously  over  the  same  period,  in  culture  not  less  than 
in  production  and  distribution.  That  task  is  somewhat  more  difficult, 
while  the  gains  from  its  accomplishment  are  alone  insufficient  for  West- 
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ern  purposes.  It  is  further  necessary  to  demonstrate  that  the  human 
costs  of  Russian  gains  have  been  inordinately  great.  To  show  their 
reality  is  simple.  To  convince  peoples  who  hold  individual  life  less  dear 
than  does  Western  man  that  such  costs  were  both  unnecessary  and  cor- 
rupting is  a  very  different  matter.  Yet,  in  order  to  make  clear  the  last- 
ing evil  of  Soviet  methods,  it  is  imperative  to  prove  that  its  totalitarian 
and  inhumane  means  will  lastingly  pervert  its  professed  ends  and  pre- 
vent their  attainment.  Moreover,  it  is  necessary  to  provide  such  proof 
in  a  situation  where  the  growth  of  cultural  goods  makes  the  limitation 
of  their  range  by  imposed  censorship  seem  of  minor  moment. 

Finally,  in  order  to  bring  conviction  that  such  means  were  and  are 
unnecessary,  it  is  essential  to  show  that  the  methods  and  institutions 
characteristic  of  the  "West  can  be  adapted  and  used  by  agrarian,  and 
especially  Eastern,  peoples.  It  is  vital  to  show  that  their  use  may  be  ex- 
pected to  bring  at  least  as  rapid  and  good  results.  It  is  vital  to  show 
that  the  West  understands  the  needs  of  such  peoples  and  is  prepared  to 
aid  them  towards  its  own  blessings.  Above  all,  it  is  vital  to  persuade 
those  peoples  or  their  leaders  that  the  West  does  not  intend  to  exact 
political  domination  or  economic  exploitation  as  the  price  of  its  aid. 

Historically,  the  superior  achievement  and  promise  of  the  West  is 
obvious,  once  they  are  stated  and  made  known,  as  the  meaning  of 
developments  over  the  last  hundred  and  more  years  is  clear.  The  In- 
dustrial Revolution  began  in  England,  somewhere  around  1760.  But 
industrialism  reached  maturity  in  the  United  States  above  all  during 
the  present  century.  Industrial  technology  now  makes  available  the  ma- 
terial basis  for  fuller  realization  in  the  West  of  the  joint  ethical  and 
political  insights  embodied  in  the  Graeco-Roman  and  Judaeo-Christian 
traditions.  It  is  likewise  the  hopeful  means  to  the  progressive  betterment 
of  the  rest  of  the  world.  Already  the  Oriental  peoples,  bred  in  very 
different  traditions,  desire  its  blessings  and  dimly  glimpse  the  higher 
values  to  which  it  is  a  handmaiden.  It  is  necessary  to  clarify  those 
values  to  them  and  to  show  them  how  to  achieve  those  blessings. 

At  its  best,  the  American  way  of  life  reveals  the  use  of  technology 
in  the  service  of  such  values.  Its  economic  system  makes  available  a  rich 
variety  of  goods  and  services.  Standards  of  living,  symbolized  in  average 
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income,  are  no  longer  niggardly.  Despite  the  continuance  of  great  in- 
equalities, that  average  tends  increasingly  to  rise.  In  America  the  class 
divisions  of  an  aristocratic  agrarian  society  were  never  fully  established, 
while  the  miseries  of  early  industrialism  have  been  progressively  dimin- 
ished. America  has  slowly  but  surely  reduced  the  curse  of  Adam,  and 
ordinary  men  have  come  to  enjoy  an  amplitude  of  leisure  never  before 
known  in  the  world.  Those  developments  have  together  given  men 
liberty  and  human  dignity.  For  their  consequence  is  effective  oppor- 
tunity for  fulfillment  of  the  needs,  and  expression  of  the  endowments, 
of  diverse  personalities. 

Peoples  still  agrarian,  whether  in  Eastern  Europe  or  Asia,  not  un- 
naturally resent,  envy,  and  strive  to  attain  the  American  standard  of 
living.  In  particular,  the  vast  masses  of  Asia  live  a  life  of  malnutrition 
which,  in  its  brevity,  is  reminiscent  of  Hobbes'  state  of  nature  and  a 
warrant  for  Malthusian  gloom.  They  want  American  products  and, 
where  possible,  seek  eagerly  to  get  them.  Their  leaders  desire  to  introduce 
industrial  technology  as  a  means  to  provide  such  goods  yet  equally 
desire  to  avoid  utter  social  disruption  during  the  period  of  transforma- 
tion. Their  task  is  exceedingly  difficult.  For  the  Anglo-American 
heritage  of  free  institutions  was  no  painless  achievement,  and  the  ways 
of  a  free  and  self-disciplined  society  are  hard  for  simple  and  politically 
untrained  peoples  to  emulate  successfully. 

Western  Europe,  whose  nations  are  either  industrialized  or  within  the 
ambit  of  the  industrial  economy  and  ethos,  presents  a  different  prob- 
lem. For,  as  measured  by  the  United  States,  those  nations  have  de- 
clined in  at  least  their  relative  enjoyment  of  the  standards  of  industrial 
society.  That  decline  is  due  variously  to  lack  of  resources,  to  exhaustion 
of  resources,  to  antiquated  equipment  and  inadequate  capital,  and  to 
devastation  and  deaths  in  war.  As  a  result,  the  Western  European  peo- 
ples are  to  some  degree  politically  or  economically  dependent  on  the 
United  States.  Such  dependence  is  hurtful  to  pride,  especially  given 
memories  of  past  glories  and  leadership.  Consequently,  it  begets  re- 
sentment. Yet  these  peoples  have  not  hitherto  been  reduced  to  despair. 
Moreover,  by  training  and  heritage  they  are  more  capable  than  the 
Eastern  European  peoples  of  the  political  life  of  free  men.  At  a  minimum, 


The  setting  for  American  policy   i^    17 

they  are  devoted  to  its  ideals  through  long  aspiration  to  its  realities. 
Their  question  is  whether  it  is  possible  through  the  method  of  freedom 
to  restore  or  develop  economies  which  will  enduringly  provide  the  se- 
curity and  living  standards  indispensable  to  stable  democracy.  Uncer- 
tain of  the  answer,  they  teeter  between  the  alternatives  of  a  grim  and 
imposed  discipline  more  suited  to,  or  bearable  by,  non-Westernized 
peoples  and  a  democratic  freedom  which  entails  a  long  and  harsh  strug- 
gle of  uncertain  outcome. 


The  Communist  undertaking 

Such  conditions  in  Asia  and  Europe  provide  a  context  for  assessment 
of  the  U.S.S.R.  and  for  evaluation  of  its  appeal.  Quite  early  in  its  his- 
tory, Russia  became  loosely  related  to  the  West  by  the  common 
possession  of  Christianity;  though  the  differences  in  organization  and 
creed  of  the  Eastern  and  Western  churches  also  constituted  barriers, 
as  they  reflected  basically  disparate  social-political  orders.  Since  the  days 
of  Peter  the  Great,  Russia  has  intermittently  faced  westward  in  a 
search  for  the  techniques  and  ideologies  by  which  to  modernize  and  gain 
effective  power.  But  the  Revolution  of  19 17  ushered  in  the  first  sus- 
tained attempt  to  borrow  and  adapt  to  Russia's  political  and  economic 
purposes  the  knowledge  and  the  production  techniques  of  the  con- 
temporary West.  In  the  course  of  its  transforming  settlement,  the 
Revolution  became  increasingly  sinister  as  it  lost  ethical  ardor  and 
imposed  a  lasting  dictatorship  in  a  one-party  state.  But,  as  noted  above, 
it  developed  organizational  effectiveness.  It  successfully  imposed  on  a 
backward  people  the  severe  discipline  that  transformed  them  into  in- 
dustrial workers  and  farm  hands.  The  immediate  objective  was  to  bring 
about  the  rapid  development  and  utilization  of  resources  by  adapting 
and  using  the  production  techniques  and  the  massing  of  capital  goods 
characteristic  of  advanced  Western  technology.  The  dominant  purpose 
was  to  attain  equality  with  the  West  in  capacity  to  produce,  in  stand- 
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ards  of  living,  and  in  political  power.  The  hope  and  promise  to  the  peo- 
ple was  that  the  Soviet  system  would  in  due  course  far  outstrip  the 
West  in  these  respects. 

The  Revolution  was,  in  name,  Communist.  In  fact,  it  was  a  twofold 
revolution — against  an  ancien  regime,  and  for  industrialism.  Neither 
of  its  interdependent  parts  was  related  to  the  overthrow  of  capitalism 
as  a  general  system,  since,  in  the  Marxian  sense  of  the  term,  such  a 
system  had  never  burgeoned  in  Russia.  Revolution,  therefore,  did  not 
come  first  in  Russia,  as  Lenin  had  argued  it  might  come  first  in  an 
agrarian  country,  because  Russia  was  "the  weakest  link  in  the  capitalist 
chain."  As  a  revolution  to  destroy  an  ancien  regime,  it  manifestly  was 
not  first  at  all.  In  a  certain  sense,  indeed,  it  was  belated.  For  that 
regime  had  uneasily  combined  Western  absolutism  and  Oriental  des- 
potism. It  had  failed  to  use  fully  the  elements  of  creative  ordering 
characteristic  at  certain  stages  of  the  former,  by  reason  of  the  in- 
efficient unprogressiveness  normally  associated  with  the  latter.  There 
was,  therefore,  even  more  warrant  for  revolution  in  Russia  in  19 17 
than  there  had  been  in  France  in  1789. 

No  less  manifestly,  Russia's  was  not  the  first  industrial  revolution. 
Yet  industrialization  under  the  Communists  did  involve  a  novel  under- 
taking. For,  through  a  system  of  Soviets  and  through  enforced  plans, 
the  party  leadership  sought  to  industrialize  a  predominantly  agricultural 
country  and  to  transform  backward  farming  methods  so  that  agri- 
culture would  support  the  necessary  force  of  industrial  workers.  The 
area  involved  was  huge,  the  population  vast  and  illiterate.  Despite  the 
abolition  of  feudalism  half  a  century  before,  remnants  of  feudal  econ- 
omy and  more  than  remnants  of  feudal  psychology  had  survived.  An 
economy  based  on  status  and  customary  productive  techniques  was  to 
be  forcibly  made  into  a  modern  industrial  and  agricultural  order  marked 
by  the  acceptance  of  innovation  and  the  deliberate  use  of  invention. 
The  nation's  productive  population  had  to  move  from  the  accustomed 
routines  and  rhythms  of  the  seasons  to  the  mechanical  tempo  and  the 
disciplined  attention  of  the  factory.  In  essence,  Lenin  initiated  and 
Stalin  executed  a  design  rapidly  to  change  a  society  used  to  the  way  of 
life  of  pre-industrial  centuries  into  the  equivalent  in  technology,  in- 
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dustrial  organization,  and  know-how  of  the  most  advanced  capitalist 
nations  in  the  age  of  the  corporation,  the  cartel,  and  the  assembly  line. 
To  leap  so  far  involved  daring  and  vision,  as  well  as  extreme  ruthless- 
ness.  Success  in  the  undertaking  was  bound  to  appeal  to  the  imagination, 
to  command  the  attention,  and  to  relate  to  the  interests,  of  other 
agrarian  peoples. 

Moreover,  while  the  revolution  was  not  communistic  in  its  conse- 
quences, Marx  and  Marxism  were  neither  irrelevant  to  its  conduct  nor 
unimportant  for  the  bolstering  of  its  appeal  elsewhere.  Marx  himself 
had  accepted  the  fact  that  industrial  technology  was  here  to  stay.  He 
had  rejected  the  yearnings  of  many  of  his  contemporary  ethical  and 
romantic  critics  of  industrialism  for  a  return  to  a  simpler  world.  In- 
deed, he  and  his  heirs  contemptuously  dubbed  such  seekers  pre-scientific 
socialists,  not  altogether  without  justification.  For  Marx  perceived  that 
the  industrial  order  could  prove  the  liberating  means  to  the  most 
effective  pursuit  of  man's  lasting  and  fundamental  ethical  insights. 
He  insisted,  likewise,  that  its  harnessing  of  physical  power  and  its  use 
of  applied  science  constituted  bases  for  political  power  and  superior 
military  force.  He  realized  that  peoples  who  possessed  industrial  tech- 
nology, not  less  than  classes  who  controlled  its  use,  enjoyed  a  privileged 
position  in  the  world. 

Lenin  learned  this  lesson.  He  understood  that  power  for  Russia  and 
well-being  for  the  Russian  people  alike  depended  on  industrialization; 
and  he  was  ready  to  sacrifice  his  own  and  the  succeeding  generation 
to  its  attainment.  Trotsky,  though  he  agreed  on  the  need,  came  to  feel 
that  the  means  would  either  pervert  the  ethical  end  or  prevent  its  at- 
tainment. He  fell  from  power,  fled,  and,  some  years  later,  was  assassinated 
in  Mexico  City.  Stalin,  who  by  skillful  intrigue  had  made  himself 
Lenin's  successor,  was  more  power-hungry  than  Lenin,  but  less  imag- 
inative and  enlightened  in  objective.  He  continued  to  use  the  ideal  of 
Marxist  Communism  as  a  convenient  myth  at  home  and  as  effective 
propaganda  abroad.  Nevertheless,  in  policy  he  increasingly  stressed 
Russian  acquisition  and  use  of  power  as  a  nation.  Nor  (despite  ex- 
pedient concessions)  has  Malenkov  changed  the  basic  Stalinist  policies. 

Repeatedly,  however,  the  Soviet  regime  has  emphasized  the  teaching 
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(implicit  in  Marx  and  made  explicit  by  Lenin)  that  nonindustrialized 
countries  are  subject  to  exploitation.  Their  peoples  necessarily  remain 
unsatisfied  and  underprivileged  until  they  have  rejected  all  dependence 
on  capitalist  powers  and  have  advanced  along  the  road  to  industrialism 
under  Communist  auspices.  These  doctrines  early  proved  a  powerful 
basis  of  appeal  for  support  of  the  regime  in  Russia  itself  and  have  last- 
ingly helped  sustain  Russian  morale.  Subsequently,  they  have  appealed 
to  large  parts  of  Asia  where  they  have  been  skillfully  reconciled  with 
nationalist  aspirations,  which  they  have  even  reinforced. 

The  resultant  doctrine  is  not  unlike  Mussolini's  emendation  of  Marx, 
whereby  class  struggle  became  the  struggle  between  have  and  have- 
not  nations.  It  lacks,  however,  the  statist  underpinnings  of  that  tour 
de  force.  It  emphasizes  the  universalist  professions  of  Marxism,  but 
posits  Russia  as  natural  leader  in  the  inevitable  struggle.  It  is  addressed 
to  peoples  conspicuously  beyond  the  European  industrial  ambit.  It  car- 
ries the  promise  that,  through  dictatorship  and  discipline,  these  peoples 
can  enjoy  an  ultimate  well-being  as  individuals  and  can  gain  a  more 
immediate  collective  and  pubhc  status  of  parity  with  the  white  race 
and  with  Western  industrial  nations.  Communism  brought  Russia  the 
power  and  benefits  of  Western  industrialism  without  reliance  on  West- 
ern capital;  without  the  need  to  go  through  the  long,  slow  process  of 
Western  industrial  evolution;  without  Western  intervention  and  dom- 
inance; and,  indeed,  without  dependence  on  Western  ambitions  or  re- 
liance on  the  motivations  of  Western  capitalism.  Asiatic  and  East  Eu- 
ropean agrarian  peoples  may  have  like  benefits,  as  some  are  stated  to 
be  getting  them,  by  accepting  Communist  teaching  and  the  aid  and 
protection  of  its  legitimate  exponent,  the  Soviet  Union.  In  this  con- 
text the  often  preposterous  claims  of  Russia  to  priority  in  scientific  dis- 
covery and  superiority  in  scientific  theory  and  practice  take  on  new 
meaning:  they  are  persuasive  propaganda  to  give  these  peoples,  as  well 
as  the  Russians  themselves,  assurance  of  the  reality  of  such  emancipation 
and  of  the  certainty  of  progress. 

Such,  then,  has  been  the  value  in  actual  use  of  Marx's  teaching  as 
to  the  superiority  of  the  industrial  order.  His  doctrine  of  social  justice, 
to  be  fully  realized  in  the  classless  society,  has  been  equally  valuable  as 


The  setting  for  American  policy   ^    21 

myth  and  as  builder  of  morale.  In  Russia  itself,  men  had  to  be  weaned 
away  from  the  unthinking  routines  of  agrarian  life.  They  had  to  be 
changed  and  trained  to  operate  machinery  and  to  work  in  teams  with 
their  fellows.  New  patterns  of  behavior  had  to  be  rapidly  substituted 
for  old.  It  was  necessary  to  achieve  a  release  of  men's  creative  energies 
in  positive  action.  It  was  necessary  to  get  a  general  and  willing  accept- 
ance of  the  discipline  needful  to  industrialization  and  the  sustained  func- 
tioning of  an  industrial  order.  Punishments  and  compulsion  based  on 
force  alone  were  not  enough.  It  was  vital  to  evoke  and  nurture  an  en- 
thusiasm grounded  in  purpose  and  directed  to  a  goal.  The  promise  and 
bright  vision  of  a  classless  society  constituted  such  a  goal  and  per- 
formed the  function  of  a  Sorelian  myth,  whereby  the  vision  of  the  desir- 
able end,  in  truth  impossible,  nevertheless  girded  and  goaded  men  to 
creative  and  purposive  action.  It  inspired  humble  men  by  assurances 
of  destiny  and  of  righteousness. 

As  time  went  on,  and  the  leaders  progressively  lost  revolutionary 
ardor  and  gained  a  taste  for  power  and  its  privileges,  the  day  for  at- 
taining the  goal  had  to  be  put  into  an  ever  more  distant  future.  Sup- 
posed threats  from  capitalist  powers  then  proved  an  explanation  and 
an  inspiration  to  a  loyalty  which  neatly  combined  mass  ambitions  and 
national  attachment;  and  this  combination  appeared  fully  warranted 
by  the  German  invasion  of  World  War  II.  Marx's  teachings  of  the 
necessity  of  class  struggle  and  of  the  inescapable  inherent  contradic- 
tions within  capitalism  seemed  under  the  circumstances  to  justify  de- 
lays in  attainment  of  the  ideal.  They  strengthened  and  clarified  an 
immediate  purpose.  They  gave  an  assured  conviction  of  victory  in  the 
world.  They  clearly  indicated  that  Russia,  rather  than  the  United 
States  or  Western  Europe,  would  first  secure  the  gains  of  industrial- 
ization for  the  bulk  of  the  population.  Moreover,  with  the  help  of 
an  Iron  Curtain  supposedly  necessary  for  protection  of  the  Soviet 
people  against  class  enemies,  these  doctrines  hid  the  fact  that  much  of 
the  Western  world,  and  especially  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain, 
had  in  recent  times  moved  rapidly  towards  the  enjoyment  of  the  values 
of  a  genuinely  classless  society.  The  achievements  of  constitutional  de- 
mocracy, which  effectively  reconciled  individual  freedom  and  enter- 
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prise  with  the  public  promotion  and  protection  of  social  welfare,  were 
cavalierly  ignored  and  cleverly  hidden.  Marxist  doctrine  served  the 
regime  by  helping  to  conceal  the  availability  elsewhere  of  a  leisure  and 
a  high  level  consumption  which  were  either  beyond  Russia's  existing 
capacity  to  provide  or  were  deliberately  withheld  and  refused  by  its 
leadership.  It  helped  to  persuade  the  people  that  they  themselves  were 
better  off  and  to  reconcile  them  to  shortages  held  to  be  the  consequence 
of  a  bitter  struggle  against  vicious,  corrupt,  and  doomed  opponents. 

In  the  postwar  years,  these  teachings  of  an  inescapable  but  inevitably 
triumphant  struggle  and  of  an  ultimately  sure  fulfillment  have  con- 
tinued to  be  proffered  elsewhere.  Where  the  Soviet  has  imposed  its  power 
or  achieved  hegemony,  they  have  proved  useful  as  the  rationale  for  en- 
forced collectivization  and  as  a  spur  to  industrialization.  In  Western 
Europe,  such  teachings  and  hopes  are  appealing  wherever  the  experi- 
ence of  workers  has  been  that  of  bitter  poverty  insufficiently  alleviated 
by  social  reform.  They  may  prove  convincing  if  hopes  for  progress  and 
reconstruction  under  other  auspices  appear  unlikely  to  succeed. 


The  orientation  of  American  policy 

The  circumstances,  conditions,  and  ideas  outlined  above  constitute  a 
momentous  problem  for  American  foreign  policy.  The  nature  and 
strength  of  Soviet  appeal — and  the  realistic  Russian  objectives  to  which 
such  appeal  is  geared — determine  the  direction  and  essential  content  of 
policies  adequate  to  our  own  purposes.  Moreover,  American  policy  has 
to  be  conducted  with  an  awareness  that  Western  Europe  is  no  longer 
central  to  the  order  of  industrial  civilization,  actual  and  potential;  but 
that,  as  the  origin  and  sharer  of  our  ways,  it  is  our  most  probable 
and  valuable  ally  and  our  first  line  of  defense  against  aggression.  Yet 
our  poUcy  cannot  regard  Europe  as  the  center  of  the  universe.  It  gen- 
erated, indeed,  the  rationalist  science,  the  technology,  and  the  ideolo- 
gies at  the  root  of  the  present  global  and  bipolar  struggle.  But  their 
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very  triumpli  contained  the  seeds  of  Europe's  own  decay;  and  it  now 
suffers  the  fate  of  costly  pioneering  while  others  reap  the  rewards. 

Present-day  poHtical  economy  is  inescapably  global  in  scope.  The 
minimal  unit  of  political  organization  capable  of  dealing  effectively 
with  the  issues  raised  by  such  an  economy  is  the  subcontinental  state. 
The  nation-states  contained  in  that  smallest  of  subcontinents,  the  Eu- 
ropean peninsula,  are  simply  inadequate  to  the  task,  whether  their 
strength  be  measured  by  population,  resources,  or  technical  efficiency. 
Nor  are  they  able,  as  they  were  in  the  past,  to  place  sure  reliance  on 
supplementary  resources  derived  from  overseas  empires.  At  the  best, 
a  Europe  which  had  attained  effective  union  might  hope  to  be  one  sub- 
continental state  among  several. 

In  any  event,  at  the  moment  the  greatly  powerful  states  are  Russia 
and  the  United  States.  Despite  their  radical  differences,  they  have  in  a 
certain  sense  shared  a  common  development  whose  nature  illumines  and 
explains  Tocqueville's  prophecy  that  they  would  divide  the  world.  Both 
adhered  to  the  state  system  of  Europe  in  its  ascendancy.  Both  did  so  as 
a  matter  of  defense  against,  and  influence  in,  that  system.  Both  bor- 
rowed greatly  from  it;  though  the  borrowings  and,  even  more,  the  uses 
made  of  them  differed  radically.  Yet  each  participated  and  emulated 
only  so  that  it  might  pursue  a  different  adventure  and  look  beyond 
the  horizons  of  Europe.  Indeed,  America  is  more  clearly  the  heir  and 
the  future  of  European  civilization  (and  less  the  enemy  and  the  rebel 
against  it)  than  is  Russia.  America,  moreover,  is  at  present  the  realiza- 
tion of  the  promise  of  industrial  civilization,  whereas  the  U.S.S.R.  is 
its  belated  borrower  and  violently  rapid  emulator.  The  current  issues 
of  world  politics  are:  who  shall  be  its  future  custodian;  who  shall  di- 
rect and  benefit  from  the  spreading  of  its  blessings  elsewhere;  and  what 
institutions  and  aspirations  shall  accompany  its  introduction?  De- 
cisions on  these  questions  are  fateful  for  our  own  time  and  for  the 
generations  immediately  to  come.  The  choice  is  between  the  peaceful 
coexistence  of  peoples  or  wars  resultant  on  the  imperialism  of  dog- 
matic ideology;  between  respect  for  human  dignity  or  submission  to 
inhumane  oppression  in  futile  pursuit  of  a  perverse  Utopia.  On  grounds 
of  reason,  bipolar  conflict  seems  unnecessary.  Yet,  on  the  basis  of  actual 
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history,  it  was  well-nigh  inevitable.  The  central  misfortune  of  that 
history  was  the  convenient  presence  of  Marxism  as  an  idee  maitresse 
for  modernizing  Russians  to  borrow  and  apply. 

In  19 17,  Russia  had  lost  a  costly  and  highly  disruptive  war  to  Ger- 
many's well  organized  industrial  power.  The  Bolsheviks  learned  the 
lesson  and  were  determined  to  industrialize  their  country  as  rapidly 
as  possible.  Their  perception  of  what  was  needed  for  power  and  status 
in  the  modern  world  was  clear  and  correct.  In  undertaking  the  task, 
they  decided  that,  regardless  of  immediate  costs  and  difficulties,  they 
would  not  be  at  the  mercy  of  foreign  capital.  Whatever  the  price,  they 
would  retain  full  control  of  the  conditions  of  Russia's  own  develop- 
ment. Again,  the  decision  was  intelligible.  For  they  had  confronted  a 
postwar  invasion  directed  against  their  Revolution,  an  invasion  in  which 
United  States  forces  had  participated.  That  invasion  confirmed  the 
view,  at  that  time  not  peculiar  to  Marxists,  that  foreign  investment  in 
undeveloped  countries  inevitably  led  to  exploitation  and  denial  of  in- 
dependence, either  through  political  imperialism  or  through  a  more 
subtle,  but  equally  sure,  dollar  diplomacy.  Thirdly,  it  would  have  been 
wasteful  to  strive  to  assimilate  modern  industrial  technology  and  or- 
ganization by  means  of  individual  enterprise  at  home.  Indeed,  it  would 
have  been  almost  impossible:  the  country  had  never  possessed  many 
large  plants;  it  had  never  had  a  large  group  of  trained  technicians;  and, 
in  the  anger  of  revolution  reinforced  by  the  Marxist  dogma  that  it  was 
neciessary  to  liquidate  the  bourgeoisie,  its  revolutionaries  had  killed  ofif 
a  large  pr(>portion  of  its  professional  men,  its  managers  and  adminis- 
trators, and  its  technologists.  Under  the  circumstances,  the  appro- 
priate techniques  for  developing  a  heavy  industry  and  mechanized 
agriculture  after  the  American  model  seemed  clear.  Public  ownership 
of  productive  instruments  and  government  directed  and  controlled 
planning  took  the  place  of  that  private  and  corporate  investment,  de- 
velopment and  direction  possible  in  America  owing  to  long  evolution, 
accumulation,  and  training.  As  a  corollary,  reliance  had  to  be  placed  on 
compulsive  political-legal  sanctions  and  on  public  propaganda  rather 
than  on  private  self-interest  and  the  motivations  of  the  market. 

Given  some  visible  success,  such  methods  were  bound  to  have  con- 
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siderable  appeal  to  other  peoples  in  similar  circumstances.  Wherever 
the  blessings  and  power  of  industrialism  were  desired,  available  capital 
limited,  and  know-how  and  a  trained  industrial  force  virtually  absent, 
forward-looking  and  modernizing  leaders  were  bound  to  regard  the 
Russian  undertaking  and  experience  with  considerable  interest.  With 
encouragement  and  opportunity,  many  of  them  would  go  to  Russia 
to  learn  about  the  system.  They  would  study  its  operation.  They  would 
investigate  its  possibilities  for  their  own  countries.  Given  sympathy 
and  discreet  prompting,  they  would  in  many  cases  be  convinced.  Given 
aid  or  the  promise  of  aid,  they  would  themselves  become  missionaries 
of  the  Russian  way  among  their  own  people.  Granted  sufficient  Russian 
skill  in  modifying  and  adapting  Soviet  ideas  and  practices  so  that  they 
would  appeal  to  other  peoples  and  fit  local  needs,  such  peoples  might 
well  be  converted  and  become  eager  to  undertake  experiments  on  the 
Russian  model. 

The  adoption  of  collectivistic  means  of  creating  and  running  industry 
in  Russia  could  not  properly  be  a  just  cause  for  conflict,  for  interven- 
tion, or  for  hostility  on  our  part.  Nor  could  we  object  to  the  borrowing 
and  emulation  of  these  means  by  other  peoples,  nor  to  Russian  assistance 
to  such  peoples,  provided  the  assistance  were  voluntarily  sought  or  ac- 
cepted. Americans  might  and  do  feel  that  the  system  is  inferior  to  their 
own;  that  it  holds  less  long-term  promise  as  a  system  of  production; 
and  that  it  gives  men  far  less  rewards  as  consumers  and  persons.  Ob- 
viously it  lacks  the  values  of  democratic  freedom  which  they  properly 
cherish.  But,  were  these  their  only  legitimate  objections,  it  would  be 
incumbent  upon  them  to  realize  that  less  fortunate  peoples  might 
legitimately  use  what  seemed  appropriate  means  to  achieve  moderniza- 
tion and  well-being  rapidly.  Americans  might  pity  such  peoples  for 
their  lack  of  literacy,  of  trained  skills,  of  ability  to  be  participants  in 
politics,  and  of  leisure  for  cultural  pursuits.  They  might  also  en- 
deavor to  persuade  them  that  there  were  better  ways  available  to 
achieve  their  purposes.  But  we  would  perceive  that  disciplined  Com- 
munism involved  an  unstated  acknowledgement  of  inferiority  and 
backwardness  in  comparison  with  the  American  political  economy.  We 
would  then  view  it  as  a  technique  of  imposed  order  and  systematic 
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planning  to  catch  up  with  the  latter,  both  in  amplitude  of  capital  goods 
and  in  volume  of  trained  industrial  manpower. 

The  peaceful  coexistence  of  two  such  ways  of  life  would  not  be 
inherently  impossible,  especially  since  Communism  would  in  truth  pay 
the  "Western  way  the  compliment  of  silent  recognition  of  free  enter- 
prise's success  under  democratic  government.  Under  such  conditions,  it 
is  true,  the  role  of  American  enterprise  would  be  very  limited,  or  non- 
existent, in  any  area  where  the  Communist  technique  of  moderniza- 
tion came  to  be  chosen.  But  even  though  we  might  hold  a  universal 
Open  Door  policy  good  for  all  peoples,  and  not  merely  in  the  interest 
of  our  own  enterprisers,  it  would  hardly  be  consonant  with  our  ethics 
to  endeavor  to  impose  it  forcefully  on  others.  Nevertheless,  the  exist- 
ence of  the  barriers  of  a  planned  economy  isolated  from  the  West  would 
limit  hopes  for  the  immediate  spread  of  American  and  "Western  po- 
litical ideas  and  practices  and  of  the  ethic  of  personal  development  on 
which  they  rest.  Yet,  in  the  long  run,  the  development  of  industry  and 
the  raising  of  living  standards  elsewhere  might  create  the  conditions 
for  the  ultimate  triumph  of  "Western  insights  and  the  "Western  ethos. 

Communism's  promise  that  it  can  rapidly  create  a  modern  economic 
order  in  backward  countries  is  the  very  basis  of  hospitality  to  it,  and 
towards  the  U.S.S.R.  as  its  representative.  It  is  welcomed  as  a  means  of 
providing  both  better  Uving  standards  and  collective  status  and  dignity. 
Without  that  welcoming  predisposition,  the  U.S.S.R.  would  have  found 
its  recent  expansion  extremely  difficult.  Had  it  desired  to  expand,  it 
would  have  been  driven  to  a  purely  military  imperialism.  It  would  then 
have  achieved  the  support  of  quislings  alone.  It  would  have  possessed 
even  less  initial  appeal  than  did  Japan  with  its  Co-Prosperity  Sphere, 
and  as  little  lasting  success.  But  the  Soviet  regime  does  promise  better- 
ment to  nonindustrialized  peoples.  Its  appeal  on  that  ground  constitutes 
a  fundamental  difficulty  for  American  foreign  policy.  It  is,  indeed,  a 
basic  condition  of  our  conduct  in  international  relations.  For,  whatever 
the  short-term  imperatives,  the  United  States  cannot  hope  to  achieve 
sustained  success  and  enjoy  lasting  influence  by  a  policy  confined  to 
repelling  forceful  aggression  and  maintaining  an  international  order  of 
law.  Those  undertakings  are  vital  and  primary.  However  imperfect  the 
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existing  legal  system,  it  must  be  securely  maintained  as  a  precondition 
of  its  own  improvement.  But  its  genuine  acceptance  by  others  neces- 
sitates our  understanding  their  basic  needs  and  primary  aspirations. 
Such  understanding  is  a  precondition  of  sustained  and  expanded  Ameri- 
can moral  authority  in  the  world.  It  is  our  obligation  to  recognize  the 
appeal  of  Communism  and  to  provide  alternative  means  to  meet  the 
needs  to  which  it  appeals.  To  be  effective,  these  means  must  be  relevant 
to  the  actual  conditions  of  the  peoples  to  be  won. 


Russian  ambition:  America's  opportunity 

That  Russia  does  not  simply  proffer  a  theory  and  practice  for  the  in- 
dustrial organization  and  development  of  hitherto  nonindustrialized 
peoples,  but  combines  with  these  a  policy  of  forceful  aggression  and  a 
dogma  of  irreconcilable  hostility  to  any  system  not  of  its  making  or 
direction — this  is  a  profound  misfortune  from  the  viewpoint  of  im- 
mediate peace,  security,  and  harmony  in  the  world.  But  that  misfortune 
may  provide  an  otherwise  unavailable  opportunity  for  the  immediate 
global  promotion  of  American  democratic  ideas  and  social  welfare 
practices.  For  the  Russian  undertaking  is  wedded  to  Marxist  doctrine 
rendered  dogma.  Hence  it  is  lastingly  and  fundamentally  destructive 
of  essential  human  values,  as  it  is  now  inimical  to  their  present  proxi- 
mate achievement  by  the  United  States.  Furthermore,  in  current  prac- 
tice, Marxist  dogma  constitutes  protective  coloration  for  Russian  na- 
tionaUsm  and  is  a  stalking  horse  for  imperialist  expansion. 

As  previously  shown,  Marxism  neatly  fitted  the  needs  of  nonindus- 
trial  nations  in  search  of  modern  industry.  It  was  rendered  even  more 
useful  to  that  end  by  Lenin's  devising  of  a  theory  of  strategy  and  or- 
ganizational discipline.  First  calculated  to  meet  the  needs  of  revolution- 
ary activity  under  autocracy,  that  theory  was  equally  usable  in  the 
ordering  of  military  and  industrial  armies.  But,  whatever  the  organiza- 
tional usefulness  of  Marxism,  it  achieved  the  latter  objective  at  the  cost 
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of  fundamental  perversions  of  reason  and  history.  Indeed,  Marx's  own 
analysis  had  embodied  current  scientistic  myth  and  was  an  immediate 
reaction  to  the  prevailing  stage  of  industrialization.  That  stage,  it  is 
true,  was  characterized  by  a  mass  misery  and  exploitation  which  were 
morally  repulsive  because  humanly  degrading.  But  Marx  plausibly  tied 
enduring  Christian  moral  insight  to  the  symbol,  science.  He  thereupon 
argued  that  the  ideal  of  human  liberty  and  dignity  could  and  would 
be  attained  by  the  overthrow  of  capitalism.  An  objective  historical 
necessity,  that  overthrow  was  the  needful  precondition  to  a  full  use  of 
technology  in  the  service  of  humanity.  Such  full  use  was  not  only 
morally  good;  it  was  irresistibly  determined,  were  civilization  to  survive 
at  all.  Marx  was  blinded  by  the  growth  of  inequality  resulting  from  new 
mechanical  power,  as  he  was  obsessed  by  a  complex  of  ideas  which 
welded  together  reason,  science,  determinism,  and  history.  He  did  not 
see  that  class  conflict,  a  heritage  from  the  hierarchical  structure  of  an 
aristocratic  landed  order,  was  transitional  in  the  industrial  order  and 
would  be  self-liquidating.  If  class  struggle  was  inherent  anywhere  it 
was  in  the  agrarian  order  of  limited  productivity.  For  there  the  nig- 
gardliness of  nature  and  the  impotence  of  man  made  culture  and 
equality  incompatible. 

Marx  and  his  major  heirs  insisted  that  lasting,  inevitable,  and  in- 
creasingly acute  conflict  between  classes  was  inseparable  from  capital- 
ism. The  Russian  Communists,  and  particularly  Lenin,  ignored  or  pas- 
sionately denounced  the  partial,  yet  perceptive  and  promising,  insight 
into  the  changed  and  changing  structure  of  capitalist  society  contained 
in  the  challenge  from  within  their  camp  of  Revisionism.  That  doctrine, 
developed  in  the  latter  part  of  the  nineteenth  century  by  the  German 
socialist  Eduard  Bernstein,  rested  on  a  clear  perception  and  candid  assess- 
ment of  actual  changes  in  the  structure  of  Western  capitalist  society. 
These  changes  cast  doubts  on  the  Marxist  prophecy  of  increasing  mass 
misery  and  heightened  class  conflict  and,  as  Bernstein  insisted,  made 
it  questionable  whether  communist  revolution  was  necessary,  desirable, 
or  even  possible,  yet  alone  inevitable.  Concession  and  democratic  transi- 
tion might  well  be  in  the  cards.  Nevertheless,  the  Russian  leaders 
bitterly  rejected  such  an  interpretation  and  reviled  its  maker.  More 
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generally,  they  denovinced  the  names  and  works  of  those  socialists  who 
labored  peacefully  for  socialism  through  or  under  the  institutions  and 
politics  of  Bismarck's  Germany.  They  denounced  the  part-contemporary 
Karl  Kautsky  even  more  fervently  because  he  urged  collaboration  with 
representative  institutions  and  participation  in  democratic  party  proc- 
esses as  an  immediately  practicable  and  desirable  road  to  socialist  ends.  Fi- 
nally, Lenin  took  the  root  idea  of  internal  class  struggle  and  transferred 
it  to  a  global  arena — any  seeming  diminution  of  class  conflict  and  any 
actual  concessions  by  capitalists  in  particular  nations  meant  only  a 
sharpening  of  the  contradictions  of  capitalism  and  a  broadening  of  the 
base  of  its  exploitations  to  include  native  populations,  who  thereby  be- 
come an  inherent  part  of  the  abused  proletariat. 

This  whole  body  of  doctrine  was  tenable  only  on  a  failure  to  observe 
the  actual  course  of  Western  industrial  society  or  on  a  total  inability  or 
unwillingness  to  grasp  its  meaning.  The  failure  also  involved  a  grave 
misjudgment  of  its  future  and  potentialities.  On  that  error  the  U.S.S.R. 
has  based  its  recent  policy  and  practice.  Given  such  misunderstanding, 
it  was  obligatory  for  the  Soviet  regime  to  oppose  Western  society.  Con- 
flict between  the  two,  open  or  covert,  was  inevitable.  On  the  Com- 
munist interpretation  of  capitalism,  the  triumph  of  Communism — with 
the  U.S.S.R.  as  exemplar  and  leader — was  assured.  Western  capitaUsm 
would  collapse  of  its  own  weight,  would  be  overthrown  by  internal 
revolutions,  or  would  be  defeated  in  a  war  which  it  had  itself  provoked. 

Today,  the  consequences  of  these  doctrines  are  Russian  intransigence 
and  a  promotion  of  Russian  nationalist  ambition  under  the  guise  of  op- 
position to  capitalism  and  to  Western  nationalism,  which  is  held  to  be 
the  corollary  of  capitalism.  Such  intransigence  and  ambition  completely 
destroy  the  humanitarian  devotion  and  the  ethical  aspirations  which 
the  original  communist  theory  shared  with  democratic  teaching. 

Unfortunately,  in  our  resentment  and  resistance  to  Russian  ambition 
and  Communist  dogma,  we  fail  fully  to  sympathize  with  agrarian  coun- 
tries which  desire  to  modernize.  We  fail  to  be  properly  aware  that 
they  accept  Communism  because  they  lack  the  Western  heritage,  for- 
tune, and  experience.  They  do  not  do  so  from  love  of  Marx  or  of 
Russia.  We  err,   therefore,  when  we  do  not  recognize  their  right  to 
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use  institutional  forms  and  practices  which  as  pioneers  we  happily 
escaped  and  would  now  find  unrewarding  and  anachronistic.  The  West, 
and  particularly  the  United  States,  fails  to  see  that,  at  bottom,  such 
peoples  aspire  to  our  own  achievement.  They  use  another  path  because 
it  seems  to  proffer  a  quicker  and  more  direct  way.  But  the  Russian 
leaders,  being  blinded  by  their  own  dogmatism,  similarly  fail  in  insight, 
or  at  least  in  appropriate  inference.  Though  they  may  perceive  the  na- 
ture of  aspirations  within  the  Iron  Curtain,  they  are  not  thereby  moved 
either  to  acknowledge  Western  achievement  or  to  respect  Western 
power.  They  continue  to  delude  themselves  with  the  conviction  of 
Western  doom.  Thereby  they  fortify  their  own  conviction  that  there  is 
no  possibility  of  living  together  amicably  with  the  West.  Likewise, 
they  necessarily  create  scepticism  on  our  part  as  to  the  real  value  of 
conferences  between  our  leaders  and  their  own  to  seek  a  modus  vivendi. 
By  their  attitude,  they  provoke  conflict  as  they  prepare  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  anticipated  crises  of  capitalism. 


Our  superior  case 

Nevertheless,  whatever  the  follies  of  the  U.S.S.R.,  the  United  States 
grievously  hampers  its  own  effectiveness  by  perverting  its  essential  in- 
sights. The  dogma  of  economic  individualism,  still  so  widely  prevalent 
here,  is  a  narrowing  of  a  basic  and  sound  teaching — namely,  the  worth 
and  dignity  of  personality.  In  its  extreme  purity,  that  dogma  is  as  irrele- 
vant to  present  day  needs  as  it  is  unrevealed  in  our  normal  practices.  Yet 
its  profession  obstructs  the  development  of  a  genuine  alternative  to 
Communism  in  the  East  and  in  Western  Europe.  It  lessens  our  effective- 
ness in  competing  for  leadership  and  influence  in  those  areas.  It  lends 
verisimilitude  and  plausibility  to  the  Russian  indictment.  In  hiding  and 
disguising  our  real  lights,  it  aids  the  task  of  the  Russian  rulers  and 
Chinese  Communist  leaders  and  teachers  in  assuring  their  own  and 
neighboring  peoples  that  our  ways  are  irrelevant  to  their  needs.  By 
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reason  of  the  selfishness  which  seems  to  them  imphcit  in  the  doctrine, 
it  helps  convince  them  that  the  West  is  indeed  in  moral  and  social 
decline.  Such  conviction  combines  with  new  national  prides  and  with 
collective  Oriental  aspiration  to  produce  a  compensatory  sense  of  su- 
periority. It  thereby  creates  a  collective  elan  vital  by  the  unfortunate 
technique  of  opposition  to  the  very  social  order  whose  achievements  are 
actually  envied  and  to  be  emulated.  Failure  on  the  part  of  others  to 
perceive  that  our  material  base  is  complemented  and  completed  by  a 
moral  and  cultural  superstructure  is  the  root  weakness  of  our  position. 
And  their  failure  is  our  fault.  We  have  said  the  things  we  ought  not  to 
have  said,  and  we  have  failed  to  say  the  things  we  ought  to  say. 

The  root  need  for  the  effective  conduct  of  American  foreign  policy 
is  a  coherent  theory  of  political  ethics  and  its  proper  application  to 
political  dynamics.  Such  theory  and  practice  must  correspond  to  our 
insights  and  to  our  achievements.  They  must  reflect,  as  they  must  live 
in,  our  practices  at  home.  They  must  constitute  the  basis  of  our  propa- 
ganda, even  as  they  must  direct  and  inspire  our  actions  and  aid,  abroad. 

The  setting  of  American  policy  is  global.  Europe  has  ceased  to  be 
the  center  of  world  politics,  and  the  European  nation-state  rapidly 
ceases,  in  form  and  scale,  to  be  the  typical  or  relevant  unit  of  political 
organization.  The  subcontinental  state  is  the  new,  and  relevant,  in- 
stitution. For  it  is  the  minimum  area  for  the  effective  operations  of 
industrial  societies. 

Tocqueville's  essential  analysis  and  contrast  still  holds  good  today. 
The  leaders  in  the  modern  world  are  the  United  States  and  the  Union 
of  Socialist  Soviet  Republics.  Both  once  adhered  to  the  European  states 
system  and  its  conceptual  framework,  as  both  once  functioned  in  its 
ambit  and  submitted  to  its  limitations.  Yet  both  adhered  in  order  to 
escape,  as  both  looked  outward  and  elsewhere  to  broader  horizons  and 
a  different  world. 

The  one  is  today  the  leader  in  the  industrialized  order.  The  other 
offers  leadership  in  rapid  industrialization  to  countries  hitherto  unin- 
dustrialized,  and  it  points  to  itself  as  illustration  of  what  they  may 
hope  to  accomplish  by  following  its  pattern.  The  one  claims  that  con- 
tinuity in  the  evolution  of  its  political  and  economic  institutions  is 
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compatible  with  the  full  development  and  use  of  industrial  technology 
and  with  the  progressive  enjoyment  of  its  blessings.  The  other  insists 
that  only  through  revolution  may  the  full  resources  of  the  earth  and 
the  full  powers  of  men's  minds  be  successfully  combined  to  free  man 
from  the  curse  of  Adam  and  to  permit  him  fulfillment  as  a  rational  and 
moral  being. 

Both  are  agreed  on  the  ultimate  goods.  They  disagree  radically  on 
the  means  to  their  attainment  and  on  the  impediments  in  the  way. 
They  disagree  as  to  the  desirability  of  the  utter  sacrifice  of  present  men 
for  future  generations.  They  disagree  as  to  whether  such  sacrifice  can 
avail,  can  lead  to  the  intended  end.  The  American  argues  for  personal 
freedom  en  route;  the  Russian  sees  it  only  at  the  end.  The  American 
sees  force  as  a  bitter  necessity;  the  Russian  views  it  as  a  magnificent 
creative  instrument.  The  struggle  of  world  politics  is  to  decide  which 
outlook  shall  prevail. 


II 


Hindrances  to  policy: 
Isolationism 


■i? 


Ideals  and  impediments 

By  reason  of  the  power  at  its  command  the  United  States  is  today 
the  chief  proponent  of  that  way  of  hfe  which  is  rooted  in  the  values 
of  the  "Western  tradition.  Further,  it  is  by  heritage  and  history  the 
most  advanced  embodiment  of  those  values.  It  offers  them  to  the  world 
as  the  real  promise  of  the  goods  which  aspiring  men  everywhere  seek 
and  hope  to  share.  Its  task  as  leader  is  to  generate  power  through  the 
appeal  of  those  values  and  to  use  that  power  to  spread  them  more 
widely.  It  can  succeed  in  such  an  undertaking  only  if  it  first  demon- 
strates that  they  are  vital  and  creative  in  its  own  public  and  social 
life.  Thereafter  it  must  give  others  the  conviction  that  it  is  willing 
and  able,  by  reason  of  enlightened  interest  grounded  in  its  own  moral 
commitment,  to  support  and  aid  them  in  their  struggle  to  attain  the 
good  life  as  human  freedom  from  want,  and  for  self-realization. 

We,  the  people  of  the  United  States,  must  therefore  reveal — first  in 
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our  practice  at  home,  and  then  in  our  foreign  policy — a  clear  and 
unswerving  positive  commitment  to  democratic  constitutionalism,  so- 
cial pluralism,  and  respect  for  human  personahty.  For  these  collectively 
constitute  our  heritage  and  embody  our  goal.  Despite  lip-service  and 
good  intentions,  of  late  we  have  failed  to  hold  to  our  values  with 
clarity  and  steadfastness.  We  have  not  sought  and  ensued  their  preserva- 
tion and  furtherance  with  insight  and  institutional  adaptiveness.  We 
have  not  revealed  to  a  waiting  and  critical  world  an  unswerving  com- 
mitment to  our  enunciated  principles  or  consequential  policies  for  their 
implementation.  Too  often  our  behavior  has  evoked  suspicions  of 
self-delusion. 

The  American  people  have  been  influenced  by  the  insidious  and 
unrecognized  impact  of  Marxist  indictments  of  capitalism,  which  they 
have  partially  accepted  and  incorporated  into  their  thinking.  They 
have  likewise  been  too  greatly  captivated  by  gloomy  critics  of  moral 
decadence  and  prophets  of  the  inevitable  decay  of  Western  civilization. 
Despite  the  growth  of  American  power,  American  people  have  lost 
much  of  the  convinced  self-confidence  and  belief  in  a  richer  material 
and  moral  destiny  which  characterized  their  progenitors.  Loud  proclama- 
tions of  force  and  of  rightness,  and  indignant  denunciations  of  the 
evils  of  Soviet  Communism  today,  as  of  Fascism  yesterday,  have  a  shrill 
undertone  of  uncertainty.  Domestic  policies  for  dealing  with  internal 
threats  to  our  security  indicate  doubts  as  to  the  wisdom  of  ignoring 
conspirators  on  the  ground  that  they  are  powerless  against  the  strength 
of  our  institutions  and  the  integrity  of  our  morale.  Yet  we  are  hesitant 
to  use  necessary  means  to  protect  ourselves  against  confessed  opponents 
who  reject,  yet  exploit,  the  method  of  freedom.  For  we  are  unsure  of 
our  own  values.  Consequently,  we  exaggerate  dangers,  feel  illiberal 
and  guilty  in  erecting  defenses,  yet  dare  not  rely  on  earlier  safeguards 
alone. 

The  overcoming  of  doubts  and  insecurity  is  not  aided  by  the  preva- 
lence of  the  dogmas  of  isolationism,  individualism,  and  power  politics 
as  national  interest.  These  dogmas  are  incompatible  with  our  profes- 
sions, inimical  to  our  institutions,  and  impediments  to  successful  appeal 
to   others.    Among    them,    power    politics    is    the    broadest    and    most 
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dangerous.  Derived  from  modern  Europe,  it  is  a  root  enemy  of  those 
values  peculiarly  embodied  in  American  institutions.  The  second,  individ- 
ualism, is  a  modern — and  in  the  main  home-grown — perversion  of  a 
sound  insight  which,  while  derived  largely  from  the  Reformation,  came 
to  secular  fruition  on  these  shores.  The  first,  isolationism,  is  hkewise  a 
perversion,  in  this  case  of  a  purely  American  doctrine  and  practice.  It 
was  once  legitimate  as  protection  of  a  new  venture;  and  for  long  it 
remained  unobjectionable  in  a  world  less  interdependent  than  today, 
wherein  we  also  lacked  our  present  position  of  power  and  leadership. 

Isolationism  is  at  present  the  most  conspicuous,  though  not  the  most 
serious,  impediment  to  an  effective  American  foreign  policy.  It  reveals 
most  clearly  a  lack  of  moral  self-confidence  and  moral  purpose  on  our 
part.  It  is  the  most  resented  by  others  and  is  the  primary  cause  of  their 
legitimate  questioning  of  our  will  to  leadership,  and  of  our  capacity  to 
lead.  Its  roots  can  be  stated,  and  its  fruits  displayed  and  criticized,  in 
brief  compass. 


Insulation  as  national  interest 

As  a  theory  and  program  for  the  conduct  of  foreign  poHcy,  isolation- 
ism is  as  simple  as  it  is  irrelevant  to  present  American  power  and  con- 
temporary world  needs.  It  is  motivated  at  once  by  a  frightened  sense 
of  insecurity,  a  selfish  desire  to  preserve  and  enjoy  our  superior  stand- 
ards of  living  without  concern  for  others,  and  a  vainglorious  conviction 
that  we  have  the  force  to  protect  ourselves  fully  as  we  enjoy  our  way 
of  life  alone.  The  motivations  may  be  logically  incompatible  with  one 
another.  They  are  most  certainly  incompatible  with  the  desire  to  make 
the  rest  of  the  world  behave  as  we  would  like  it  to  behave.  The  isola- 
tionist seeks  to  force  others  to  conform  to  a  pattern  which  at  once  flat- 
ters us  by  emulation  and  makes  the  isolationist  course  easy  by  insuring 
undisturbed  order  while  quietly  accepting  lasting  inequality  with  us. 
Those  motivations  are  also  incompatible  with  the  simultaneous  desire 
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to  enjoy  freedom  of  trade  with  the  rest  of  the  world  and  assured  sup- 
plies of  such  things  as  we  lack,  including  scarce  materials  necessary  for 
defense  and  for  the  smooth  functioning  of  our  complex  industrial 
machine.  Indeed,  isolationism  has  in  it  the  qualities  of  a  dream  world, 
arrested,  stable,  static,  and,  for  us,  a  perfect  fulfillment  of  heart's 
desire.  That  dream  is  also  in  a  sense  imperialistic — a  belated  newcomer 
to  the  ranks  of  world  powers,  we  seek,  through  this  delusive  aspiration 
which  professes  to  be  hard-boiled  realistic  doctrine,  to  hold  the  world 
in  fee  without  revolt,  without  challenge,  and  without  cost  to  our- 
selves. Isolationism  looks  for  the  rewards  of  empire  without  costs,  and 
without  the  responsibilities  of  governing  others.  It  professes  that  a  power 
which  behaves  like  the  proverbial  ostrich  deserves  a  comfortable  world 
it  never  worked  to  make  simply  because  it  possesses  the  virtues  of  mind- 
ing its  own  business  and  cultivating  its  own  garden.  It  proclaims  such 
policy  realistic  because  it  involves  no  commitment  and  because  the  force 
to  make  withdrawal  a  practicable  undertaking  is  supposedly  available 
and  calculable,  whereas  any  positive  commitment  is  not  precisely  de- 
finable and  permanently  delimitable.  Yet  on  occasion  the  isolationist 
seems  to  use  his  dogma  not  as  the  sole  proper  design  for  American 
living  but  as  a  Damocles'  sword  which  may  be  allowed  to  fall  on  others 
with  disastrous  consequences  if  they  do  not  play  the  game  by  rules 
we  impose. 

An  exposition  of  the  nature  and  direction  of  isolationist  thinking, 
combined  with  a  brief  statement  of  current  world  conditions  and  of 
our  own  actual  commitments,  would  readily  dispose  of  isolationism 
as  a  serious  theory  of  foreign  policy  were  the  isolationist  not  able  to 
add  to  his  claim  that  he  alone  is  realistic,  asserting  further  that  his 
position  is  uniquely  patriotic.  He  claims  not  only  that  he  is  motivated 
by  an  exclusive  concern  for  American  interest;  he  also  insists  that  his 
teaching  is  the  sole  faithful  embodiment  of  our  whole  tradition  and, 
in  particular,  of  the  teachings  and  strivings  of  the  Founding  Fathers. 
Despite  the  debunking  of  that  line  of  appeal,  a  people  who  have  lived 
under  a  written  constitution  which  is  often  construed  by  reference 
to  the  intent  of  its  makers  are  still  apt  to  find  such  argument  per- 
suasive. Indeed,  our  lack  of  conservatism  grounded  in  institutions  and 
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our  revolutionary  origins  make  us  all  the  more  conservative  in  such 
veneration.  As  the  French  appeal  to  their  Revolution  and  to  the  princi- 
ples of  1789,  so  we  turn  to  George  Washington  and  to  the  other 
worthies  who  made  our  Revolution  and  created  an  operative  constitu- 
tion. And,  unlike  the  French,  we  lack  an  earlier  national  tradition  and 
culture  which  may  be  used  as  a  countervailing  power  in  the  appeal  to 
history. 

To  combat  the  isolationist  claim  to  exclusive  legitimate  custody  of 
a  venerated  heritage,  it  is  therefore  necessary  to  demonstrate  that,  on 
a  careful  assessment,  these  early  teachings  and  their  legitimate  later 
uses  do  not  properly  lead  to  the  current  isolationist  program  and  are 
even,  in  intent  and  accomplishment,  alien  to  it.  Since  the  words  and 
phrases  to  which  the  isolationist  appeals,  and  which  he  repeats,  are  in- 
deed to  be  found  in  the  Fathers  and  in  American  policy  long  there- 
after, the  combatting  of  current  isolationism  must  rest  on  appeal  to 
their  context  and  demonstration  of  the  radical  differences  in  the  situa- 
tion to  which  they  were  intended  to  apply  and  America's  contemporary 
position. 

Such  demonstration  is  both  legitimate  and  adequate.  For  the  policies 
of  the  statesman,  unlike  the  principles  of  the  philosopher,  are  in- 
tended for  appUcation  in  particular  circumstances,  or  at  most  under 
closely  similar  conditions.  Certainly  the  practical  policy-maker  does 
not  seek  to  emulate  Deity  or  from  his  rostrum  or  cabinet  to  give  forth 
edicts  as  universally  valid  as  the  Commandments  dictated  to  Moses  on 
Mount  Sinai.  He  may  seek,  indeed,  to  instruct  his  immediate  successors; 
he  does  not  aim,  and  indeed  some  of  our  Fathers  noted  that  they  did 
not  aim,  to  prescribe  for  conditions  they  could  not,  for  all  their  wis- 
dom, foresee. 

The  earlier  insistence  that  we  must  not  embroil  ourselves  in  Euro- 
pean affairs  nor  allow  European  powers  to  intervene  in  the  poUtical 
life  of  this  continent  was  a  recognition  that  we  were  a  new  country.  Our 
resources  were  undeveloped.  Our  population  in  relation  to  territory  was 
scanty.  The  force  at  our  command  was  barely  adequate  to  security 
within  our  borders.  Our  westward  vision,  gained  so  early  in  our  life  as 
a  nation,  was  majestic.  It  required  undistracted  and  undisturbed  devo- 
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tion  of  all  our  energies  to  render  the  aspiration  reality.  Hence,  our  de- 
sire to  isolate  ourselves  from  Europe  was  in  truth  a  conscious  rejection 
of  a  futile  and  misguided  direction  and  use  of  our  energies,  on  the  one 
hand,  and  a  deliberate  statement  of  the  conditions  needful  to  their  most 
effective  employment,  on  the  other. 

Our  policy  in  the  whole  period  down  to  the  end  of  the  geographical 
frontier,  with  some  few  exceptional  adventures  themselves  largely  de- 
signed to  protect  our  venture  and  insure  against  hampering  limitations 
in  its  execution,  may  properly  be  called  continental  insulationism.  We 
were  not  isolationist,  in  the  sense  of  unconcern  for  Europe  or  a  desire 
to  enjoy  higher  standards  of  living  in  callow  selfishness.  We  had  indeed 
the  vision  of  a  better,  freer,  happier  world  to  be  created  from  a  Eu- 
ropean heritage  through  America's  liberating  opportunity.  With  dig- 
nified humility,  we  saw  that  we  could  not  aid  or  improve  Europe  di- 
rectly; we  would  only  embroil  ourselves,  misuse  our  resources,  and 
invite  its  intervention  here  were  we  to  meddle  in  its  politics.  At  the 
same  time,  we  sought  to  gain  and  keep  exclusive  control  of  our  own 
subcontinental  territory  that  we  might  shape  it  to  our  design  and 
heart's  desire.  "We  desired  to  avoid  the  divisions,  the  conflicts  of  powers, 
and  the  social  and  political  institutions  characteristic  of  European  life. 
Moreover,  we  sought,  both  as  an  extension  of  that  insurance  and  from 
an  interest  in  a  like  freedom  for  our  neighbors,  likewise  to  prevent 
further  incursions  or  extensions  of  territorial  possessions  by  European 
powers  in  this  hemisphere.  Our  insulationism  was  essentially  a  doctrine 
of  proportionahty  of  responsibility  to  power  under  conditions  of  rela- 
tive weakness,  distance,  and  slow  communications.  For  these  prohibited 
direct  political  leadership  in  the  world  but  permitted  the  influence  of 
an  example  of  superior  happiness  were  we  circumspectly,  yet  forth- 
rightly,  to  use  our  unique  opportunity.  We  hoped,  by  building  a  better 
world  here  at  home,  not  only  to  enjoy  the  rewards  of  our  energies  and 
fortune  but  to  shape  the  destinies  of  all  Western  culture.  Proud  of 
our  superior  promise  and,  later,  performance,  we  were  not  too  proud 
to  share.  Our  land  was  open  to  those  who  would  come,  and  our  ways 
were  theirs  to  borrow  if  they  would.  Unable  to  aid  those  of  greater 
power   and   accumulated  wealth,   we   stood   ready   to  encourage   and 
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applaud  and  to  give  refuge  in  time  of  stress.  But,  however  exalted 
our  growing  national  pride,  we  saw  ourselves  as  a  repository  of  uni- 
versal values;  and  we  were  fully  conscious  of  a  duty,  and  even  a  mis- 
sion, to  mankind.  But  we  were  not  yet  a  great  power,  and  we  did  not 
live  in  a  tight-knit,  interconnected,  and  interdependent  world. 

Yet,  for  the  sake  of  sustaining  independence,  and  on  behalf  of  main- 
taining a  deliberate  difference  in  outlook  and  interests,  this  country 
found  itself  obligated  to  identify  with  the  European  state  system.  It 
was  necessary  to  seek  inclusion  in  it  and  to  claim  parity  as  a  partici- 
pating member.  Subsequently,  it  was  important,  in  order  to  conduct 
policy  effectively,  so  to  organize  internal  affairs  as  to  strengthen 
the  sense  of  being  a  people.  It  was  vital  to  beget  an  American  loyalty. 
It  was  imperative  to  secure  a  geographical  area  which  could  be  trans- 
formed by  possession  and  development  into  an  American  heartland. 
The  overriding  objective  and  interest  and  the  basic  concept  of  policy 
were  insulation. 

Our  own  bloodless  revolution,  by  which  the  Articles  of  Confedera- 
tion were  jettisoned  and  the  Constitution  substituted  after  hard  and 
sometimes  bitter  debate,  was  an  act  of  policy  in  the  national  interest. 
It  properly  treated  our  internal  organization  and  development — and 
our  security  and  status  in  the  world — as  interdependent.  That  Constitu- 
tion was  necessary  to  security  as  a  means  to  insure  lasting  national  free- 
dom. It  provided  a  basis  for  an  internal  and  external  credit  that  would 
promote  prosperity  and  power.  In  the  structure  it  established,  not  less 
than  in  the  guarantees  of  rights  which  were  the  condition  of  its  ac- 
ceptance, it  also  affirmed  and  furthered  the  peculiar  nature  of  the 
American  enterprise.  That  enterprise  was  a  social-political  order  which 
sought  the  values,  without  the  drawbacks,  of  the  European  state.  From 
the  beginning  ours  was  a  pubhc-welfare  society,  and  not  merely  a 
political  power  order. 

The  Hamiltonian  system  was  a  logically  necessary  step  in  insulation- 
ist  policy.  For  England  was  developing  an  industrial  order  which  could 
profitably  export  manufactured  goods  in  exchange  for  raw  materials. 
Were  the  United  States  to  remain  dominantly  agricultural,  relying  on 
England  for  such  goods,  its  political  independence  would  have  profited 


/ 


40    1^   Power  Through  Purpose 

little.  It  would  still  be  in  essence  a  dependent  colony.  Hamilton  sought 
to  avoid  that  situation.  His  intent  ti/as  not,  it  is  important  to  note, 
isolationist.  Nor  was  his  poHcy  designed  to  produce  what  a  later  age 
was  to  designate  as  "autarky."  The  "infant-industries"  argument  rested 
upon  an  acceptance  of  the  general  theory  of  international  free  trade. 
It  simply  stated  that  special  circumstances  warranted  temporary  im- 
position of  protective  tariffs.  Its  logic  was  free  interchange  in  an  in- 
dustrialized world  of  equals;  protection  was  a  means  to  attain  the 
equality  which  would  make  freedom  meaningful.  The  subsequent  prob- 
lem of  divergence  between  the  interests  of  national  power  and  of  per- 
sonal profit  was  not  envisioned.  A  hidden  hand  made  the  acquisition  of 
national  strength  and  the  well-being  of  individual  American  enter- 
prisers perfectly  consonant.  Hamilton's  tariflf  policy  was  for  the  mo- 
ment a  statement  of  special  American  conditions  and  opportunities. 
These  once  more  necessitated  following  a  European  (in  this  case,  Eng- 
lish) lead  by  a  then  peculiarly  American  method  in  order  to  attain  an 
American,  and  very  different,  objective.  Whatever  the  subsequent  mis- 
uses of  the  "seepage-downward"  theory  of  economic  well-being,  the 
underlying  doctrine  was  then  quite  different  from  the  chasteningly 
moralistic  economics  soon  to  be  created  by  Malthus,  Ricardo,  and 
Nassau  Senior  in  England.  Men  in  America  could  rise  upward  readily. 
Protection  would  broaden  their  chances  and  increase  their  numbers. 
English  political  economy,  the  science  justly  dubbed  "dismal,"  was,  in 
its  post-Smithian  formulations,  the  enemy  of  social  hope.  Hamilton's 
teaching,  granted  its  defense  of  privilege,  and  despite  the  harsh  over- 
tones of  his  own  political  psychology,  was  very  friendly  to  the  release  of 
the  widespread  energies  that  might  help  to  make  a  nation. 

In  any  event,  the  Hamiltonian  system  posited  the  development  of 
manufactures  as  a  basis  for  equaUty  with  European  states  and,  thus,  of 
sustained  independence.  To  remain  merely  a  supplier  of  raw  materials, 
Hamilton  saw,  was  to  remain  colonial,  whatever  our  nominal  inde- 
pendence and  nationhood.  In  the  short  run,  the  United  States  would 
lack  secure  control  of  its  own  internal  affairs  and  development.  In  the 
long  run,  formal  independence  would  itself  be  jeopardized.  Late  in  life, 
and  with  real  regret,  Jefferson  found  himself  forced  to  acknowledge 
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the  correctness  of  this  thesis.  He  was  driven  to  abandon  the  ideal  of  a 
purely  agrarian  society  as  a  possibility  for  the  coming  age.  To  protect 
his  vision,  he  was  forced  to  advocate  a  balanced  political  economy, 
wherein  industry  would  be  sufficiently  strong  to  secure  national  inde- 
pendence, but  not  so  dominant  as  to  threaten  the  independence  of  the 
person. 

Jefferson  foresaw  the  danger  that  industrialism  would  destroy  the 
basis  of  freedom  for  the  individual  by  turning  him  into  a  factory  hand 
and  a  city  dweller.  Such  a  course  would  lead  back  towards  the  hierarchy 
of  European  society.  It  would  make  the  United  States  an  extension  of 
Europe  rather  than  a  new  and  unique  societal  undertaking.  Admittedly, 
his  purpose  was  sound.  But  the  very  contradiction  between  means  and 
ends  which  he  was  forced  to  acknowledge  indicated  the  limits  of  his 
solution.  More  importantly,  with  industrialism  accepted,  the  whole 
subsequent  history  of  the  United  States  has  been  a  search  to  discover 
the  requisite  conditions  for  personal  independence  and  dignity  within 
that  system.  Central  issues  of  our  politics  have  been  how  to  gain  the 
national  benefits  of  technological  power;  how  to  escape  the  subor- 
dination of  the  citizen  as  a  subject  of  the  reified  nation-state  conceived 
as  a  power  order;  and  how  to  prevent  the  reduction  of  the  mass  of  men 
to  instruments  of  the  wills  of  those  who  control  industry  and  state. 
Functional  distinctions  and  the  inequalities  consequent  thereon  have 
been  continuously  accepted.  But  this  country  has  steadily  looked 
towards,  and  has  always  partially  achieved,  the  ideal  of  a  classless  so- 
ciety. That  ideal,  which  rested  upon  constitutionalism  in  politics  and 
individual  and  group  freedom  in  society,  was  the  underpinning  of  in- 
sulationism.  Membership  in  the  European  comity  of  nations  was  a  tech- 
nique for  preserving  and  furthering  an  adventure  in  separation  and 
departure  from  the  European  way  of  political-economic  life. 

In  this  context,  Washington's  admonition  in  his  Farewell  Address 
where  he  warned  against  entangling  alliances,  the  celebrated  and 
much- analyzed  Monroe  Doctrine,  and  Jefferson's  Louisiana  Purchase,  all 
become  coherent  parts  of  one  whole.  Washington's  statement  was  clearly 
a  recognition  of  the  danger  that  this  country,  independent  and  by 
then  generally  recognized  as  part  of  the  comity  of  nations,  might  be 
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drawn  back  into  the  orbit  of  European  politics.  In  the  process,  it  might 
lose  the  uniqueness  of  purpose  which  was  the  object  of  its  membership 
to  protect  and  further.  The  danger  that  partisanship  on  our  part  might 
lead  to  conflict  with  some  European  power  or  to  a  justified  European 
intervention  was  real  enough.  But  entanglement  meant  something 
more  than  danger  from  without;  it  implied  involvement  from  within. 
It  connoted  a  wrong  orientation  and  a  falsified  view  on  the  part  of  the 
new  nation  of  its  own  nature,  direction,  and  destiny.  Again,  the  dom- 
inant idea  was  insulation — ^Washington  already  indicated  awareness  of 
the  special  character  of  the  American  way  of  Hfe.  Later  that  aware- 
ness was  to  turn  into  a  distrust  of  Europe,  compounded  out  of  Ameri- 
can feelings  both  of  inferiority  and  of  superiority.  The  ultimate  cor- 
ruption of  that  awareness  was  an  ostrich-like  isolationism. 

Immediately,  the  Monroe  Doctrine  reinforced,  broadened,  and  gave 
specific  content  to  insulationism.  It  foreshadowed  Pan-Americanism, 
even  as  it  proclaimed  the  United  States'  bid  for  leadership  in  the  new 
continents.  Above  all,  it  was  an  endeavor  to  create  an  extended  boundary 
for  the  protection  of  the  American  adventure.  It  sought  to  secure 
further  insulation  from  invasions  and  contagion  by  the  European  po- 
litical state  system.  The  technique  was  European  and  smacked  of  the 
ideas  of  balance  of  power  or  spheres  of  interest.  But  the  ethos  was  not. 
Whatever  the  intent  of  British  statesmanship,  the  United  States  for 
over  a  century  was  not  a  new  world  called  in  to  redress  the  balance  of 
the  old;  it  was  a  new  adventure  to  be  protected  from  the  uneasy  balanc- 
ings of  the  old. 

The  Louisiana  Purchase,  antedating  Monroe's  proclamation  by  two 
decades,  was  the  more  immediate  insurance  of  that  protection,  as  it 
was  the  initial  key  to  an  internal  expansion  and  development.  Essen- 
tially, whatever  its  unintended  consequences  in  subsequent  sectional 
conflict,  it  provided  a  major  starting  point  for  a  societal  adventure  which 
fixed  forever  America's  departure  from  European  concepts  of  statecraft 
and  social  organization;  even  as  the  Lewis  and  Clark  expedition  raised 
the  sights — and  prophetically  indicated  the  metes  and  bounds — of  the 
undertaking.  For  the  rest,  the  Rush-Bagot  treaty,  with  the  consequent 
demilitarization  of  our  Canadian  border,  was  the  moral  equivalent  of 
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the  Monroe  Doctrine  in  the  major,  and  most  potentially  dangerous, 
area  where  prior  fact  made  that  doctrine  imperfectly  applicable.  Its  con- 
sequence was  to  ensure  the  needed  insulationism.  The  process,  it  may  be 
noted,  was  completed  by  the  pacific  settlement,  through  arbitration,  of 
the  Oregon  boundary  dispute. 

Early  sectionalism,  with  the  South  in  the  role  of  nationalist  and 
westward-looking  leader,  and  with  maritime-trading  New  England 
in  part  unconcerned  and  looking  to  Europe  and  the  high  seas,  indicated 
the  degree  to  which  the  nation  was  not  one  in  interest.  It  showed  that 
insulationism  was  imperfectly  developed.  Moreover,  the  South's  own 
agrarian  and  cotton  economy,  based  on  raw  materials  export  and  de- 
pendence on  foreign  manufactured  imports,  made  that  region  itself  an 
inadequate  proponent  of  such  a  concept  of  interest. 

Overt  sectional  conflict  resulted  from  the  dominance  of  King  Cotton; 
from  the  expansionist  drive  of  slavery;  from  the  North's  gradual  looking 
inward  and  westward;  and  from  the  West's  uneasy  awareness  that  its 
future  was  tied  to  the  East  rather  than  to  the  South.  The  conflict  ulti- 
mately proved  clarifying,  rather  than  confusing,  from  the  viewpoint  of 
the  initial  concept  of  America  and  its  destiny.  The  strictures  by  the 
South  on  the  early  industrialism  in  the  North  were  no  doubt  just,  even 
as  the  South's  defense  of  its  own  system  as  an  organic  society  of  benevo- 
lent trusteeship  was  clever.  But,  in  fact,  that  slave  and  estate  system 
which  the  South  wished  to  extend  was  clearly  an  enemy  of  the  American 
idea  of  an  open  and  classless  society.  The  South  appealed,  it  is  true,  to 
Jeffersonian  teaching,  which  it  transformed  and  applied  with  real  inge- 
nuity. But  it  sought  to  estabhsh  an  hierarchical  society  equivalent  in 
ethos,  though  not  in  intent,  to  the  political-social  order  of  Europe.  More 
importantly  still,  the  South  was  dependent  on  English  markets  to  dis- 
pose of  its  great  crop.  It  deeply  resented  its  quasi-colonial  dependence  on 
the  North,  which  through  protection  made  it  pay  dearly  for  finished 
products.  It  was  grimly  determined  and  inescapably  fated  to  be  a  colonial 
producer  of  raw  materials.  Quite  intelligibly,  it  was  unwilling  to  bear  the 
costs  of  high  protectionism.  As  a  consequence,  it  was  opposed  to  any 
thoroughgoing  practice  of  an  insulationist  policy  aimed  at  effective  in- 
dependence for  internal  development.  For  long  it  accepted  tariffs  with 
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what  it  deemed  self-denying  generosity.  But  it  was  intransigent  in  op- 
position alike  to  their  principle  and  to  the  interests  which  promoted  them. 
The  defeat  of  the  South  in  the  Civil  War  was  therefore  a  further  step  in 
this  nation's  political  and  economic  severance  from  dependence  on 
Europe,  and  especially  England.  The  sympathy  for  the  South  and  the 
desire  of  much  of  the  British  ruling  class  to  assist  the  South  is  here  in- 
direct testimony.  But  the  refusal  of  English  workers,  despite  seeming 
immediate  interest,  to  follow  that  line  unwittingly  facilitated  the  con- 
tinuance and  completion  of  earlier  American  policy  concerning  this 
continent. 

Men  like  Calhoun  had  desired  to  tie  South  and  West  by  railroad,  and 
the  quarrels  leading  to  the  Civil  War  turned  largely  on  control  of  the 
West.  But  the  dominant  North-South  lines  of  communication  of  earlier 
times  had  lost  their  primacy  already  before  the  Civil  War,  though  rail 
routes,  which  largely  ran  East-West,  had  not  generally  penetrated  be- 
yond the  Appalachians.  The  Mississippi,  which  was  later  to  enjoy  a  be- 
lated revival,  had  indeed  been  a  major  gateway  to  the  Midwest.  Yet  its 
course  was  tangential  to  straight  transcontinental  traffic;  and  despite  its 
vastness,  it  went  but  half  way.  The  Civil  War  decided  that  traffic  should 
run  dominantly  East-West,  across  a  full  continent.  It  should  interrelate 
agriculture  and  industry,  with  the  latter  dominant.  Initially  there  was 
brought  into  being  a  new  area  of  rich  supplies  of  raw  materials,  espe- 
cially foodstuffs,  for  the  tight-packed  industrial  nations  of  Europe.  But 
the  long-term  development  was  the  American  industrial  city  and  the 
interdependence  of  internal  markets. 

Europe  became  above  all  a  source  of  manpower  for  the  new  internal 
venture.  Under  the  conditions  of  free  land  and  undeveloped  resources, 
that  import  doubly  strengthened  this  country,  by  numbers  and  by 
wealth  production.  Hence  it  furthered  the  attainment  of  American 
equality  of  status  with  the  European  nations,  sought  from  the  Declara- 
tion on.  Moreover,  it  strengthened  the  peculiarly  American  adventure, 
not  less  by  reason  of  the  character  and  motives  of  the  immigrants — 
brought  by  poverty  and  oppression,  and  in  search  of  a  larger  life — than 
through  the  activity  and  opportunity  of  the  environment.  The  subse- 
quent symbol  of  the  great  continental  market  was  testimony  to  the 
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coming  of  age  of  insulationism.  So,  too,  for  all  the  abuses  of  the  Gilded 
Age,  were  the  primacy  of  economic  undertakings,  the  subordination  of 
statesmanship,  and  an  essentially  pragmatic  view  of  human  well-being 
completely  alien  to  the  European  concepts  of  the  nation-state.  The 
course  of  development  may  be  traced  from  Horace  Greeley's  celebrated 
advice  and  Whitman's  "O  Pioneers,"  on  the  one  hand,  to  Sandburg's 
"Chicago"  and  the  schools  of  Midwestern  literature  on  the  other.  The 
psychological  center,  as  well  as  the  center  of  population,  moved  west. 
The  Midwest,  sharing  the  rich  diversity  which  was  an  essential  of  Ameri- 
can society,  was  ever  full  of  politics.  But  it  was  long  unconcerned  with 
State  Department.  Symbolically  and  actually,  it  constituted  the  core  of 
a  political  economy  which  emphasized  democratic  welfare  and  culture 
developed  at  home,  as  against  the  magnificence  of  nation-state  power. 


From  insulation  to  isolationism 

Yet  the  attainment  of  long-lived  objectives  of  American  policy  itself 
involved  potentialities  for  a  corrupting  transformation  from  insulation 
to  isolation.  Development  of  home  resources  became  the  conspicuous  task. 
Its  consequence  was  the  abandonment  of  statecraft  as  the  proper  calling 
of  able  men  and  the  enthronement  of  business  activity.  Pioneering  new- 
comers first  were  driven  to  urgent  work  to  conquer  an  environment,  and 
then  sought  to  enjoy  the  immediate  fruits  of  that  conquest  in  content- 
ment. That  sequence  was  the  essential  process  of  Americanization  for 
the  alien  who  came  here  to  seek  a  well-being  forever  denied  him  in  Europe. 
The  process  was  highly  successful  by  reason  of  his  general  lack  of  con- 
cern for  the  doings  of  the  rulers  of  Europe,  his  resentment  of  conditions 
left  behind,  and  his  sense  of  achievement  or  possible  achievement  here. 
Indeed,  the  denial  of  freedom  to  enter  and  reside  in  this  country,  the  last 
step  in  insulationist  policy,  was  designed  (however  mean  and  narrow  the 
motivations  of  many  of  its  supporters)  to  give  control  and  protection  for 
an  American  pattern  and  level  of  hfe.  In  asserting  the  superiority  of  that 
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way,  exclusionism  involved  a  denial  of  its  universal  availability.  It  en- 
visaged a  protected  isolation  for  its  beneficiaries,  who  were  to  be  con- 
cerned only  with  American  welfare.  Superficially  a  continuation  and 
completion  of  the  policies  of  Hamilton  and  Clay,  its  ethos  was  radically 
different.  The  issue  was  no  longer  protection  to  secure  equality  of  status 
for  the  new  nation  and  to  permit  its  peculiar  development.  The  objective 
became  a  self-interested  enjoyment  of  its  special  social  vision,  along  with 
a  higher  economic  level  than  others  possessed.  The  new  concept  was  the 
superior  American  standard  of  living.  Its  essence  was  not  promise  for  all, 
but  privilege  for  some,  to  be  secured  by  isolation  and  exclusion. 

Pride  in  burgeoning  American  practical  skills,  today  called  know- 
how;  a  conscious  republicanism  which  found  aristocracies  and  monarch- 
ies politically  unacceptable;  and  a  re-shaping  of  the  search  for  cultural 
independence — these  things  reinforced  the  trend.  The  consciousness  of 
difference  in  America's  objectives  was  indeed  ancient.  Its  roots  were 
already  present  in  Washington's  Farewell  Address.  But  the  assumptions 
of  the  eighteenth  and  the  early  part  of  the  nineteenth  centuries  had  been 
that  we  inherited  and  shared  European  culture,  as  we  inherited  and 
transformingly  developed  the  high  calling  of  the  statesman.  Emerson, 
in  his  celebrated  Phi  Beta  Kappa  address,  in  1837,  on  "the  American 
Scholar,"  was  to  plead  for  a  cultural  declaration  of  independence.  That 
independence,  however,  was  to  be  achieved  through  equality  of  achieve- 
ment and  the  substitution  of  emulation  for  imitation.  It  was  not  to 
involve  indifference  to  our  cultural  heritage  nor  lack  of  consumption 
of  the  best  contemporary  cultural  products  of  Europe. 

Similarly,  on  the  political  side  our  objectives  had  long  been  radically 
different  from  Europe's.  But  it  was  only  in  the  post-Civil-War  period 
that  Europe's  politics  became  generally  alien.  The  growth  of  European 
imperialism  in  Africa  and  Asia  added  to  the  alienation,  despite  the  emula- 
tive admiration  belatedly  exhibited  by  Theodore  Roosevelt.  With  the 
balance  of  political  power  moving  westward,  the  still  young  Republic 
(which  Tocqueville  had  once  predicted  would  a  century  later  sway 
the  destinies  "of  half  the  globe")  became  enamored  of  the  myth  of  log 
cabin  to  White  House.  Its  people  consciously  glorified  humble  origins, 
even  as  they  reduced  politics  from  its  earlier  primacy.  Normal  leadership 
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in  public  life  by  the  educated,  the  rich,  and  the  well-born  of  an  earlier 
day  ceased  to  be  its  practice.  Indeed,  such  leadership  was  often  held 
undesirable  either  because  it  constituted  waste  of  talents  which  could 
be  better  employed  in  more  creative  economic  activities  or  from  suspi- 
cions of  the  motives  and  the  culture  of  more  successful  or  privileged 
persons.  Finally,  in  the  latter  part  of  the  nineteenth  century,  American 
practical  inventiveness  brought  a  general  independence  from  European 
skills,  even  a  sense  of  American  superiority.  The  conviction  was  largely 
warranted  by  the  conspicuous  organizational  triumph  of  standardized 
mass  production. 

The  pattern  of  movement  towards  isolationism  as  apartness,  superior- 
ity, and  suspicion  was  not  indeed  a  simple,  exclusive,  and*  uniform  one. 
Moreover,  its  development  involved  seeming  logical  contradictions  which 
were  yet  psychologically  compatible.  Thus  cultural  nativism  was  rein- 
forced, rather  than  combatted,  by  an  awkward  sense  of  America's  cul- 
tural inferiority.  The  praise  of  the  superiority  of  the  natural  manners 
of  democracy  went  hand  in  hand  with  touchiness  in  the  face  of  European 
criticism  and  with  a  hectic  concern  to  emulate  its  "correct"  ways.  Pride 
in  mass-produced  goods  was  complemented  by  a  snobbish  cult,  and  not 
merely  by  a  just  appreciation,  of  European  custom-made  imports.  Pohti- 
cal  exasperation  at  monarchical  states  or  incomprehension  of  their  ways 
were  not  incompatible  with  love  of  European  titles.  Criticism  and  reve- 
lation of  these  attitudes  is  neatly  interlarded  in  those  works  of  Mark 
Twain,  for  example,  concerned  with  the  European  scene.  By  the  turn 
of  the  century  the  isolationist  psychology  was  already  present.  It  was 
compounded  of  power,  achievement,  and  a  sense  of  superiority,  on  the 
one  hand,  and  of  an  uncertainty,  a  desire  to  defer  to  Europe,  and  a 
sometimes  pathetic  eagerness  for  approval  by  Europeans,  on  the  other. 

Meanwhile,  the  very  success  of  rapid  internal  development  and 
orientation  begot  the  need  for  regulation  of  expressions  of  individual- 
ism. It  necessitated  purification  of  the  special  heritage  of  America.  From 
Popuhsm  and  Progressivism,  the  path  led  to  the  New  Freedom.  Retro- 
spectively, this  development  may  appear  as  a  belated  American  step 
towards  the  social-welfare  state,  already  far  advanced  in  much  of  Eu- 
rope. But,  with  all  due  deference  to  technological  and  economic  de- 


48    i^   Power  Through  Purpose 

terminists,  it  was  in  fact  peculiarly  American  and  independent.  It  used 
government,  but  it  most  conspicuously  rejected  both  statist  and  social- 
ist concepts.  It  was  not  consciously  isolationist,  but  rather  a  proper 
inner  development  of  insulationism.  Yet  it  proved  perfectly  compatible 
with  the  "He-kept-us-out-of-the-war"  campaign,  and  indeed  constituted 
its  seedbed.  That  campaign,  though  loosely  related  to  the  obverse  side 
of  the  Monroe  Doctrine,  very  clearly  had  emotionally  isolationist  under- 
tones. Subsequent  participation  in  the  European  conflict  was  no  doubt 
due  to  another,  and  partially  countervailing,  lasting  strand  in  American 
policy,  namely  a  concern  for  a  world  of  law  and  peace.  Yet  some  sup- 
port for  participation  came  from  two  related  drives.  First,  many  Ameri- 
cans had  an  exasperated  sense  that  Europe,  with  its  alien  politics  and  dis- 
turbing pohcies,  must  be  tidied  up  and  straightened  out.  It  must  be 
urged  towards  an  American  pattern  by  being  made  safe  for  democracy 
in  order  that  this  country  could  live  undisturbed  on  its  own.  Secondly, 
some  Americans  desired  to  prove  to  Europe,  not  less  than  to  ourselves, 
our  superiority  as  organizers  and  trouble  shooters. 

The  postwar  triumph  of  the  "little  band  of  stubborn  men,"  who  yet 
represented  a  widely  prevalent  American  viewpoint,  constitutes  sure 
evidence  on  this  matter,  all  questions  of  personal  and  partisan  politics 
aside.  Moreover,  though  much  of  the  support  of  the  League  of  Nations 
rested  on  universaUst  ethics,  as  some  rested  on  a  conscious  awareness 
of  the  status  of  American  power  and  consequent  inescapable  respon- 
sibility, a  good  deal  of  the  internationalism  which  marked  the  postwar 
years  was  simply  a  desire  to  complete  the  job  begun  before  retiring  to 
cultivate  our  own  garden.  Isolationism,  in  any  event,  came  of  age  at 
the  very  moment  when  a  favorable  balance  of  trade  had  rendered  in- 
sulationism itself  in  no  sense  longer  necessary  or  effectively  serviceable 
to  American  welfare. 

The  inter-war  years  were  no  doubt  marked  by  an  intermixture  of 
motives,  and  by  resultant  policies  which  lacked  coherence.  But  from 
the  war-debts  issue  to  the  involuntary  internal  concentration  and  con- 
scious disgust  with  Europe  of  the  depression  years,  one  major  factor  in 
forming  our  attitudes  was  the  conviction  that  American  achievement 
was  due  to  superiority,  not  to  good  fortune  or  resources.  Similarly,  Eu- 
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rope's  failures  were  held  to  be  the  consequences  of  ill  will  or  fecklessness. 
This  general  viewpoint  undoubtedly  reinforced  isolationist  feeling,  even 
where  it  begot  conviction  (increased  by  Nazism)  that  the  cleaning-up 
job  was  still  far  from  complete.  Here  again  the  slow  progress  towards 
intervention  achieved  by  Roosevelt  through  calculated  propaganda,  and 
the  fact  that  participation  came  finally  through  Japan's  attack  on  Pearl 
Harbor,  stress  the  dominant  orientation.  Internally,  moreover,  Hoover's 
"chicken  in  every  pot"  and  Roosevelt's  "forgotten  man"  were  both  ap- 
peals to  the  egalitarian  and  democratic  American  ethos.  They  were  in 
neither  case  conceived  by  their  political  consumers  as  other  than 
Americanism.  They  were  not  for  export.  They  were  not  obviously  de- 
pendent on  our  own  world  power,  nor  on  world  conditions.  These  last 
could  at  most  upset  our  own  achievement.  They  were  not  an  inevitable 
part  of  our  success  or  failure  nor  a  necessary  setting  for  our  internal 
enterprise. 

World  War  II  was  long  and  arduous.  In  its  course  the  United  States 
emerged  conspicuous  as  a  dominant  power.  A  large  part  of  the  world 
became  manifestly  dependent  on  its  leadership  and  assistance  for  recon- 
struction and  stability.  For  a  moment,  a  radical  change  in  American 
thinking  seemed  probable.  Isolationism  appeared  destined  to  disappear 
through  a  United  Nations,  where  this  country  would  have  its  achieve- 
ments acknowledged  as  a  basis  and  model  for  creative  peace.  Unfor- 
tunately, even  before  the  Charter  was  complete,  the  potentialities  for 
bipolar  organization  of  that  world  were  clear  to  the  perceptive  ob- 
server, and  actual  bipolar  conflict  was  soon  to  follow.  As  the  conflict 
deepened,  it  became  evident  that  this  country  had  little  chance  either  to 
impose  its  model  and  enjoy  its  leadership  undisturbed  or  to  retire  un- 
concernedly to  cultivate  its  garden,  already  long  neglected.  Kings  and 
courts  were  gone,  the  major  fascist  dictatorships  had  been  liquidated. 
But  a  new  totalitarianism  constituted  a  novel,  and  more  mysterious, 
threat  to  either  self-cultivation  or  hegemony.  It  was  even  more  broadly 
continental  than  ourselves.  It  was,  moreover,  committed  in  theory  to 
ideological  world  conquest  and,  in  practice,  to  threatening  expansion  in 
an  age  of  interconnectedness  and  atomic  energy.  It  was  doubly  disturb- 
ing because  it  challenged  the  self-confidence  of  the  New  World  with 
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a  still  newer  doctrine.  It  could  not  be  treated  as  an  exasperatingly 
decadent  annoyance  which  was  yet  the  source,  and  sometime  the  inspira- 
tion, of  our  own  adventure.  It  was  possessed  of  the  dual  desire  to  pre- 
serve its  own  adventure  and  to  make  the  world  conform  to  its  mode. 
Its  insecure  boastfulness  and  aggressive  sense  of  superiority  and  power 
were  frighteningly  reminiscent,  for  all  the  differences,  of  our  own  more 
genial  ambivalence. 


The  impossibility  of  isolation 

Meanwhile  Western  Europe  was  the  sick  man  of  America,  as  Turkey 
had  once  been  of  Europe.  A  bulwark  and  outpost,  it  seemed  to  be  also 
a  bottomless  well.  It  drained  our  resources  for  its  defense  and  recon- 
struction without  apparent  major  revival  of  its  economy  or  restoration 
of  morale.  The  result  was  inflation  here  at  home,  high  taxes,  and  the 
prevention  of  full  enjoyment  of  the  American  way  of  life,  even  under 
conditions  of  full  employment.  Despite  its  own  failure  to  achieve  in- 
ternally the  promise  of  the  "more  abundant  life,"  as  Hoover  had  once 
phrased  the  aspiration  for  this  country,  Russia,  the  new  enemy,  seemed 
likely  to  invalidate  the  American  claim  to  superior  well-being  by  rea- 
son of  the  costs  of  meeting  its  international  challenge  to  our  interests 
and  our  leadership.  Simultaneously  it  appeared  to  threaten  America's 
internal  freedom  and  welfare.  Both  by  its  expansionist  drive  elsewhere 
and  by  its  encouragement  of  subversive  activities  here,  it  imposed  on  us 
the  necessity  for  strong  peacetime  controls.  Likewise,  it  enforced  a 
drainage  of  American  resources  to  bolster — or  to  re-create — our  mili- 
tary defenses. 

At  this  juncture,  isolationism  revived  in  a  new  form,  as  a  conse- 
quence of  exasperation  and  despair.  To  win  the  consent  and  stimulate 
the  creative  energies  of  other  peoples  after  the  American  pattern 
seemed  to  many  an  impossible  and  ruinous  adventure.  Our  difficulties 
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made  plausible  the  demands  by  professed  patriots  that  traditional  liber- 
ties be  curtailed  and  that  alien  techniques  of  curbing  expression  be 
imposed  in  the  name  of  national  security.  The  new  insularism  sought  to 
minimize  aid,  in  the  name  of  economy,  or  to  eliminate  it;  as  it  sought 
to  maximize  our  own  productivity.  It  aimed  to  make  ourselves — upon 
whom  alone  we  could  surely  rely — solely  responsible  for  our  own  de- 
fense. Thus,  more  would  be  produced  at  less  cost.  A  hopeless  adventure, 
whose  end  could  be  attrition  of  our  own  resources  and  powers  and  the 
triumph  of  our  opponents,  would  be  avoided.  This  whole  position,  which 
constituted  a  doctrine  of  defensive  isolation  or  of  independence  from 
interdependence,  was  given  persuasive  buttressing  by  a  new  theory  of 
mihtary  strategy.  This  continent  was  effectively  defensible  against  air 
attack,  provided  all  efforts  were  concentrated  on  that  task,  and  con- 
cepts of  wider  frontiers  to  patrol  and  defend  were  firmly  abandoned. 

The  unexpectedly  long  and  seemingly  fruitless  struggle  in  Korea, 
and  the  fear  of  a  war  with  China,  re-inforced  this  recessive  current 
in  thinking.  But  its  main  strength  was  an  economic  doctrine,  with  a 
purportedly  ethical  foundation.  Our  moralistic  individuaUsm  judged 
Europe  adversely  for  its  failure  to  reveal  the  strengths  and  energies 
of  this  country  and,  despite  changes  in  political  institutions,  to  emulate 
successfully  our  own  way  of  life. 

The  course  of  modern  history  makes  such  a  program  both  anachronis- 
tic and  ultimately  impotent  to  secure  its  own  professed  purpose.  For 
that  history  is  dominated  by  an  industrialism  born  in  Europe.  It  matured 
here,  where  it  has  proved  an  effective  means  to  satisfy  the  long-lived 
human  aspiration  to  the  material  bases  of  the  good  life.  At  the  begin- 
ning of  the  period  the  United  States,  begotten  in  the  age  of  the  maturing 
European  nation-state,  and  itself  the  product  of  the  expansion  of  Eu- 
rope, properly  adopted  insulationism  as  a  technique  for  equality  of  status 
in  that  world.  Insulationism  as  a  course  for  the  infant  RepubHc  was 
sensible  as  a  means  to  protect  a  novel  adventure  whose  contours  and 
consequences  were  but  dimly  glimpsed.  Under  that  policy  the  United 
States  became  the  first  continent-wide,  constitutional,  industrial  state. 
As  such,  it  achieved  leadership  in  an  interconnected  global  order  dom- 
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inated  increasingly  by  continental  and  subcontinental  states.  To  their 
pattern  Europe  itself  is  even  today  endeavoring  to  conform,  with  enor- 
mous stress  and  strain. 

As  America  achieved  international  power  it  developed  an  isolationism 
based  largely  on  a  desire  to  escape  the  shackles,  and  reject  the  commit- 
ments, of  the  old  and  untransformed  Europe.  Aware  of  its  differences 
and  its  promise,  it  failed  to  perceive  fully  the  newly  emerging  pattern, 
which  renders  the  old  Europe  largely  meaningless  and  unimportant.  As 
the  envied  leader  in  a  world  of  subcontinent  states,  some  more  populous 
but  less  developed  or  endowed  than  itself,  the  United  States  is  in  the 
long  run  denied  the  possibility  of  lasting  isolation,  which  is  incompati- 
ble with  adequate  self-defense  and  consequent  security  in  differential 
well-being.  Its  alternative  is  to  offer  promise  to  others  by  assistance  to 
them  in  the  emulation  of  its  ways  and  standards,  or  to  confront  the 
hostility  of  continent-states  allied  in  opposition  to  its  unshared  and 
selfishly  defended  privileges.  Moreover,  like  other  pioneers  such  as  Eng- 
land, it  cannot  hope  everlastingly  to  enjoy  the  rewards  of  pioneering, 
in  a  world  where  others  can  imitate.  It  can  only  seek  the  prestige  of  a 
statesman-like  leadership  which  persuades  others  of  superior  promise  for 
their  lives  through  following  its  path.  By  stressing  probable  gains  to 
its  friends  and  by  making  clear  its  own  sympathetic  mutuality,  the 
United  States  must  endeavor  to  persuade  the  less  fortunate  peoples  of 
the  world  to  moderate  their  envy  as  they  strive  slowly  to  bridge  the  gap. 

Isolationism  is  today  useless  as  an  effective  defense.  It  is  a  psycho- 
logical barrier  to  responsible  leadership.  It  contains  an  obvious  warning 
to  others  that  they  should  be  cautious  in  putting  their  reliance  or  their 
hopes  on  the  American  people.  Consequently,  it  brings  no  conceivable 
gains  as  policy.  Certainly,  a  lack  of  confidence  on  the  part  of  others  in 
a  nation  which  ought  through  position  to  instill  confidence  cannot  be 
accounted  gain.  Nor  can  we  afford  a  belated  childhood  wherein  we 
ourselves  continuously  seek  assurance  and  psychological  support.  A 
world  power  which  shirks  or  shrinks  from  responsibility  and  leadership 
in  its  world  will  in  time  stand  alone.  Moreover,  soon  or  late,  it  is  apt  to 
fall  in  isolation,  unloved  and  unlamented. 


Ill 

Hindrances  to  policy: 
Individualism 
and  legalism 


Isolationism  is  a  corruption  of  a  once  internally  useful  and  inter- 
nationally harmless  search  for  conditions  of  national  self-development. 
Its  claim  to  historical  justification  rests  on  an  undue  stress  on  forms. 
Its  advocates  neglect  changing  world  conditions  and  the  modern  changes 
in  America's  power  position.  They  fail  to  realize  that  these  changes 
make  insulation  itself  irrelevant  to  the  present  national  interests  of  the 
United  States,  which  must  be  conceived  as  essentially  international. 
Isolationists  have  failed  to  learn  the  lesson  or  achieve  the  hard-won 
wisdom  of  the  late  Senator  Vandenberg.  In  the  short  run,  indeed,  it 
might  prove  possible  to  defend  this  country — and  so  to  preserve  its 
privileged  standard  of  living — by  a  coherent  military  policy  devoted 
exclusively  to  that  end.  Such  isolationism,  however,  would  beget  envy 
and  resentment  abroad  and  would  prove  morally  corrupting  at  home. 
Moreover,  in  the  long  run  the  United  States  could  retain  neither  inde- 
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pendence  nor  superior  living  standards  in  a  world  increasingly  united 
against  it  by  its  own  deliberate  withdrawal  and  unconcern. 

At  the  moment  pure  isolationism  seems  to  be  recessive.  It  is  not, 
however,  dead.  It  thrives,  indeed,  in  modified  and  impure  forms  which 
deceptively  hide  or  cast  doubts  on  its  continued  reality.  For  they  seem 
to  contradict  its  essence,  since  they  involve  an  admission  that,  as 
prerequisite  or  concomitant  of  eflfective  isolation,  assistance  to  Eu- 
rope or  intervention  in  the  Far  East  are  inescapably  necessary.  Such 
admissions  are  indeed  denials  of  the  adequacy  of  isolationism  and  make 
conspicuous  the  inevitability  of  our  active  involvement  in  global  affairs. 
Thereby  they  glaringly  reveal  the  difference  in  circumstances  and  the 
divergences  in  American  doctrine  between  the  present  and  the  national 
past.  But  they  involve  no  psychological  contradiction:  the  acceptance 
of  limited  responsibilities  elsewhere  as  a  foundation  for  an  ultimate,  if 
not  an  immediately  practical,  isolationism  is  needful  to  inner  comfort 
and  to  persuasiveness;  for  purposes  of  political  practice  and  appealing 
prophecy,  it  is  impossible  to  be  a  complete  ostrich.  Nevertheless,  the 
admission  of  current  needs,  in  which  the  term  "beyond  our  control"  is 
also  not  foreseeable,  surely  raises  a  legitimate  suspicion  that  the  ideal 
itself  is  at  best  Utopian  myth. 

For  the  moment,  the  isolationist,  his  back  to  the  wall  and  his  eyes  on 
a  never-never  land,  is  prepared  to  support  programs  of  limited  commit- 
ments and  hard-boiled  assistance  to  others  devised  to  involve  a  minimal 
present  cost  to  ourselves  and  to  produce  in  due  course  the  possibility 
of  our  full  withdrawal.  Such  a  proposed  policy  has  been  revealed  in 
various  congressional  debates  on  aid  to  Europe.  It  might  be  described 
as  an  attempt  to  make  the  world  safe  for  American  retreat  from  it. 

Secondly,  in  relation  to  the  Far  East,  isolationists  tend  to  a  more 
aggressive  program,  which  is  designed  to  contain  and  combat  the  U.S.S.R. 
Yet  here  again  their  dominant  objective  is  to  secure  safe  isolation.  Their 
formal  profession  is  a  concern  for  Chinese  independence.  But  their 
actual  support  for  the  Nationalist  cause  of  Chiang  rests  on  a  desire  to 
have  that  safety  obtained  at  minimum  initial  American  cost,  and  with- 
out continued  American  responsibihty  or  involvement.  That  desire  is 
supplemented  by  the  remains  of  an  Open  Door  policy:  China  must  be 
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made  safe  and  available  for  private  American  investment  and  enter- 
prise; and  Americans  must  be  free  to  conduct  their  business  in  that 
country  without  direct  responsibility  for  any  broader  public  policy  or 
costs. 

This  last  position  is,  in  turn,  a  special  application  of  a  more  general 
doctrine,  whose  essence  is  that  Americans  must  be  free  to  venture  in  the 
world.  Government  must  protect  that  freedom.  It  must  not  go  further 
in  an  attempt  to  secure  for  us  an  r.jknowledged  position  of  public  lead- 
ership and  responsibility  in  a  world-wide  political  economy.  Nor  must 
it  expect  its  nationals  abroad  to  be  altruistically  or  politically  concerned 
with  the  wealth  and  welfare  of  other  peoples.  An  indirect  isolationism 
is  therefore  buttressed  by  a  specific  theory  of  individual  enterprise  in 
the  realm  of  international  economics.  That  theory  is  itself  a  derivative 
of  individualism,  which  is  one  of  the  basic  elements  in  the  American 
tradition.  But  individualism  as  a  hindrance  to  effective  foreign  policy 
requires  independent  examination. 


Roots  of  individualism 

Individualism  has  been  a  central  theme  of  the  American  adventure 
almost  since  the  Colonial  beginnings.  The  Puritans'  opposition  to  this- 
worldly  distinctions  and  to  monarchical  power  and  glory  themselves 
provided  a  poor  long-term  basis  for  their  own  attempted  resistance  to 
demands  for  individual  freedom.  Despite  their  theocratic  concept  of 
the  restrictive  ordering  of  earthly  life,  they  could  not  completely  escape 
the  individualistic  implications  of  that  Reformation  which  had  begot- 
ten them.  The  more  radical  insights  of  Protestantism  worked  together 
with  a  free  wilderness  and  resultant  opportunities  to  escape  confin- 
ing communities  and  concepts  in  such  a  way  as  to  undermine  the 
would-be  closed  society  of  the  Puritans  and  to  combat  their  aristocratic 
concept  of  the  elect.  The  joint  consequences  of  these  developments  were 
the  assertion  of  common  human  dignity,  the  proclamation  of  equality 
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of  opportunity,  and  support  of  men's  claim  for  freedom  to  use  their 
creative  energies  without  needless  let  or  hindrance. 

Such  ideas  comprise  the  essence  of  the  doctrine  of  individualism.  The 
search  to  embody  them  in  institutions  and  behaviors  has  constituted  a 
sustained  thrust  in  that  commitment  to  unrelenting  and  energetic 
activity  so  characteristic  of  American  life.  That  search  is  historically  the 
moral  core  of  our  public  life.  It  ought  to  remain  so  for  the  future.  In- 
dividualism is  the  root  of  our  anti-statist  tradition.  It  is  the  founda- 
tion of  our  social  and  political  pluralism;  our  reliance  on  the  free  crea- 
tion and  activity  of  voluntary  groups  either  for  direct  action  or  for 
influence  on  policy  in  order  to  meet  needs  not  to  be  satisfied  by  the 
unaided  individual.  It  is  the  basis  of  our  past  opposition  to  a  narrowly 
political  and  monistic  concept  of  this  nation's  interest.  Yet  the  con- 
sequence of  such  individualistic  opposition  has  been  a  profound  am- 
biguity in  our  attitude  to  foreign  affairs,  where  we  have  found  it  ex- 
traordinarily difficult  to  propound  coherent  concepts  of  national  in- 
terest consistently  with  defense  of  the  rights  claimed  for  the  individual 
at  home  and  abroad.  Likewise,  we  have  found  it  hard  to  reconcile  the 
primacy  of  America  interest  with  the  implication  that  individualism 
is  a  way  of  life  of  universal  applicability,  to  be  guaranteed  to  all  our 
own  citizens,  and  to  be  available  to  others  without  restriction,  were 
they  but  willing  to  follow  it.  Initially,  indeed,  our  concept  of  national 
interest  and  our  insistence  on  individual  freedom — abroad  no  less  than 
at  home — involved  no  inner  conflicts.  They  led  to  no  radical  incom- 
patibihties  between  internal  well-being  and  international  security.  But 
today  their  outcome  is  internal  contradiction  in  thought,  insoluble 
tension  in  feeling,  and  irresolution  and  incoherence  in  policy. 

At  the  outset  of  our  venture  as  a  free  and  independent  people,  the 
Hamiltonian  system  had  happily  harmonized  national  interest  and  the 
freedom  of  individual  venturing.  From  the  beginning,  the  protection  of 
infant  industries  and  encouragement  of  manufacturers  were  inimical 
to  the  dominance  and  exclusive  development  of  a  purely  agrarian  in- 
dividualism. The  Hamiltonian  system  avowedly  equalized  opportunities 
for  the  use  of  different  talents  and  promoted  varied  enterprises.  It  led 
to  the  satisfaction  of  more  individuals  and  groups  through  the  use  of 
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their  respective  energies  and  abilities.  It  created  a  more  balanced  econ- 
omy. It  provided  the  roots  of  national  strength  by  deliverance  from  the 
dangers  of  colonialism.  It  produced  a  happy  harmony  between  indi- 
vidual self-interest  and  national  welfare  and  strength.  By  government 
policy,  Hamilton  had  set  the  conditions  for  the  working  of  a  hidden 
hand.  Yet,  as  Jefferson  foresaw  and  John  Taylor  of  Caroline  early  dem- 
onstrated, the  development  of  that  system  necessarily  raised  questions 
as  to  who  should  be  privileged  to  venture  where,  in  what  channels,  and 
how  far.  The  lasting  American  conflict  of  the  two  individualisms, 
agrarian  and  industrial,  was  inescapable,  as  was  the  inequality  in  their 
power  consequent  on  the  nature  of  industrial  technology  and  organiza- 
tion. In  the  long  run,  moreover,  these  questions  were  to  create  central 
issues  of  foreign  policy.  But  at  the  moment,  England  was  the  dom- 
inant industrializing  power  and  sought  markets  to  which  it  might  ex- 
port its  new  manufactures.  The  United  States,  Hamilton  saw,  had  to 
strive  to  escape  economic  colonial  status.  His  successful  system  unified 
domestic  and  foreign  policy,  as  it  harnessed  individualism  to  national 
interest.  For  a  long  time  to  come,  it  maximized  the  total  range  of  op- 
portunity available  to  Americans  in  a  diversified  economy,  ultimately 
continent-wide.  The  significance  of  that  achievement  was  not  lessened 
by  the  fact  that  tariffs  were  hampering  to  the  development  of  some 
enterprises;  nor  by  the  nature  of  tariff  bargains  and  of  the  pressures 
creating  protective  duties.  Certainly  the  national  system  of  Henry 
Clay,  whatever  its  biases,  furthered  rather  than  combatted  the  Hamil- 
tonian  concept  of  the  compatibility  of  individual  enterprise  and  na- 
tional interest.  Likewise,  it  strengthened  the  whole  idea  of  freedom  of 
opportunity  for  Americans  in  their  own  country.  Insulationism  and  in- 
dividualism were  in  this  context  parts  of  a  single  whole. 

Later  this  country  achieved  industrial  dominance.  Infant  industries 
grew  into  giants.  Their  right  to  tariff  protection  then  became  a  selfish 
privilege.  Tariffs  ceased  to  be  of  service  to  the  whole  nation,  or  mani- 
festly in  the  interests  of  its  security  and  power.  Likewise,  they  ceased 
to  guarantee  equal  opportunity  for  different  individuals  and  interests 
within  the  nation.  Nor  were  they  needed  any  longer  as  a  protection 
against  more  powerful  or  industrially  advanced  European  nations  or  as 
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insurance  against  colonial  status.  Instead,  the  protective  tariff  came  to 
constitute  a  paramount  factor  in  the  transformation  from  an  under- 
standable desire  for  self-sufficiency  into  isolationism.  The  American  in- 
dividual and  the  American  people  moved  from  an  insurance  of  equaUty 
of  opportunity  toward  a  system  of  special  consideration  for  Americans 
only  and  to  the  safeguarding  against  others  of  our  own  higher  standards 
of  living.  By  the  twentieth  century,  this  development  meant  something 
more  than,  and  something  different  from,  inequalities  between  persons 
here  and  elsewhere.  Older  industrial  nations  either  suffered  decreased 
industrial  efficiency  vis-a-vis  ourselves,  or  they  were  unable  to  use  their 
full  productive  capacity  without  access  to  our  markets.  Meanwhile, 
American  investors  aided  other  nations,  including  those  not  hitherto 
industrialized,  in  the  development  of  their  own  capital  goods  equip- 
ment. The  latter  thereupon  needed  markets  both  to  protect  their  own 
minimum  well-being  and  political  stabiUty  and  to  repay  those  whose 
money  had  helped  make  possible  their  conditioning  and  imperative 
economic  environment.  The  American  tariff  system  consequently  be- 
came a  threat  to  their  own  welfare.  It  constituted  an  impediment  to 
the  effective  use  and  sustained  operation  of  the  equipment  with  which 
we  had  so  largely  supplied  them.  It  prevented  full  enjoyment  of  those 
higher  standards  of  living  which  industriahzation  was  supposed  to 
bring.  With  or  without  our  aid,  many  other  peoples  had  come  to  possess 
productive  capacity  beyond  the  needs  of  their  home  market  and  wanted 
access  to  ours,  which  was  so  vast  in  area  and  population,  and  seemed  to 
provide  an  inexhaustible  demand  for  goods  and  services.  Regardless  of 
the  soundness  of  their  position,  the  leaders  of  peoples  whom  we  had 
aided  in  industrial  development  felt  that  we  had  misled  them  as  to  the 
promise  of  industrialism;  and  that  our  tariff  system  was  unneighborly 
since  the  infant  industries  argument  no  longer  applied. 

The  second  part  of  the  Hamiltonian  system  had  been  an  acceptance 
of  free  trade  as  unhampered  access  to  unrestricted  markets  outside  our 
boundaries,  and  a  doctrine  of  individual  enterprise  by  Americans  in  the 
world.  Such  enterprise  was  to  be  furthered  by  diplomacy  and  by  the 
use  of  the  instrumentahties  of  government  to  gain  respect  for  the  free 
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movement  and  free  action  of  its  citizens  abroad.  Individualism  had  its 
own  ethic  of  unrestrictive  order,  of  stable  peace,  and  of  legally  secured 
rights.  In  particular,  it  asserted  claims  to  equality  of  persons  abroad, 
on  the  high  seas,  or  in  areas  not  in  origin  parts  of  the  Western  states 
system. 

In  one  sense  such  doctrine  was  properly  the  obverse  of  protection- 
ism at  home.  The  purpose  of  the  latter  had  been  equality  of  effective 
opportunity  for  all  persons  here  to  embark  on  such  undertakings  as 
they  desired.  Subsequently,  as  a  result  of  a  policy  of  free  immigra- 
tion to  this  country,  later  supplemented  by  the  offer  of  free  land  under 
the  Homestead  Acts,  it  had  made  a  chance  to  share  in  this  country's 
development  available  to  all  Europeans  who  could  come.  Beyond  our 
boundaries  the  fundamental  American  concept  was  one  of  freedom  and 
opportunity  for  individual  persons.  The  role  of  the  United  States 
government  was  to  secure  the  relevant  conditions  as  far  as  its  own  na- 
tionals were  concerned.  On  this  general  thesis  a  major  element  in  our 
foreign  policy  gains  coherence:  from  our  concern  to  dispose  of  the  Bar- 
bary  pirates,  through  our  concepts  of  neutrality  and  freedom  of  the 
seas,  to  John  Hay's  Open  Door,  the  root  idea  is  the  right  of  Americans 
and,  on  occasion  and  by  necessary  extension,  of  others  to  undisturbed 
movement  and  use  of  their  energies  in  the  world. 

The  political  ideas,  as  well  as  the  economic  expansion,  which  fol- 
lowed the  Civil  War  reinforced,  rather  than  diminished,  commitment 
to  this  concept.  For  the  nationalist  doctrines  begotten  of  that  conflict 
were  not  conceived  in  terms  of  the  state  as  an  activating  force,  far  less 
as  director  and  master.  Rather,  they  were  buttresses  of  individual  ad- 
venturing and  individualistic  competitive  enterprise.  The  nation  was 
the  locus  of  the  release  of  personal  energies,  as  Social  Darwinism  was 
the  road  by  which  those  energies  might  achieve  the  collective  mani- 
fest destiny.  Nor  did  the  importation  of  German  ideas  of  state  and 
sovereignty  change  this  situation:  those  ideas  were  always  reconciled, 
by  whatever  logic,  with  the  supposed  English  view  of  liberty.  In  the 
economic  sphere  that  view  was,  moreover,  identified  with  dominantly 
American  ideas  of  rights  of  opportunity  and  of  acquisition.  Whatever 
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the  possible  conflicts  between  those  rights  in  practice,  they  rested  on 
the  same  fundamental  presuppositions.  Here  again,  our  tariff  manners 
are  revealing:  tariffs  were  products  of  interest  conflicts,  with  each  in- 
terest concerned  with  its  particular  enterprise,  and  scarcely  conscious 
of  the  international  repercussions  of  its  own  defense  and  promotion. 
The  deliberate  devising  of  tariffs  as  instruments  of  national  policy  for 
dominantly  international  power  purposes  was  not  the  American  way.  The 
European  practice  of  tariff  wars  between  states  was  scarcely  imagined 
by  the  pressure  groups  in  whose  interests  and  on  whose,  claimed  needs 
tariffs  were  argued  and  bargained  in  Congress.  Retrospect  may  indeed 
reveal  the  interconnections  of  our  own  and  European  tariff  barriers.  But 
those  connections  rest  on  the  response  of  particular  American  indus- 
tries to  European  actions  which  affected  our  markets,  and  especially 
our  home  market,  rather  than  on  a  concerted  national  policy  which  de- 
liberately tied  our  own  national  economic  strength  to  a  unified  national 
political  power,  of  which  government  was  the  deliberate  instrument. 

No  doubt  in  European  countries,  not  less  than  here,  particular  inter- 
ests exerted  pressures  behind  the  scenes.  There,  too,  such  pressures  shaped 
the  contours  and  helped  to  determine  the  height  of  tariff  walls.  But 
there  the  public  defense  of  tariffs  was  professedly  on  grounds  of 
national  political  interest.  There  business  itself  was  more  consciously 
political,  and  the  ruling  classes,  economic  and  political,  were  much 
more  integrated.  Europe  did  not  share  America's  extreme  antimonopolis- 
tic  professions.  Its  developing  cartels  were  accepted  as  in  the  national 
interest.  By  contrast,  American  corporations  thought  of  themselves  as 
individual  persons  not  affected  with  a  public  interest.  Government  was 
their  limited  instrument.  They  were  not  its  servants,  nor  yet  its  de- 
liberate allies.  Certainly  our  business  interests  did  not  conceive  that 
their  appeal  to  government  for  protection  was  in  truth  an  acknowledg- 
ment that  they  had  a  responsible  role  in  the  conduct  of  foreign  policy. 
They  were  hindered  from  developing  such  an  attitude,  because  they 
looked  primarily  to  the  home  market  for  their  strength  and  envisaged 
tariff  barriers  in  the  light  of  the  insulationist  tradition.  Moreover,  the 
distance  from  Europe  and  the  lack  of  direct  involvement  in  its  national 
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system  and  imperial  rivalries  seemed  to  warrant  this  peculiarly  Ameri- 
can outlook. 

What  is  significant,  however,  is  that  psychologically  the  individual- 
isms  of  our  internal  expansion  reinforced  the  view  that  it  was  the 
American  individual's  right  freely  to  carry  on  his  enterprises  abroad,  as 
well  as  himself  to  move  about  unrestrictedly.  He  must  not  be  prevented 
from  venturing  and  bargaining  where  he  willed  and  could.  Rather,  he 
must  be  positively  assured  opportunity  to  move  and  conduct  business 
anywhere  in  the  world  without  fear,  favor,  or  discrimination.  Indeed, 
save  for  a  small  critical  minority,  the  change  from  insulationism  to  iso- 
lationism brought  no  recognition  that  our  own  abandonment  of  what 
had  in  truth  been  a  partly  Open  Door  at  home  might  justly  diminish 
our  claims  to  free  venturing  beyond  our  boundaries.  In  some  sense,  too, 
the  failure  to  develop  a  new  attitude  was  intelligible.  Until  after 
World  War  I,  movement  to  and  in  Europe  was  fairly  free.  Even  the 
subsequent  boundary  controls  and  the  new  exasperation  of  passports 
and  visas,  as  well  as  of  baggage  inspections  which  had  hitherto  been  a 
nuisance  only  to  limited  groups  of  returning  travelers  at  our  own 
borders,  hardly  affected  the  growing  hordes  of  Americans  abroad,  so 
welcome  for  the  dollars  they  brought  with  them. 

Moreover,  the  growth  of  the  big  corporation,  or  of  the  huge  per- 
sonal industry  or  bank,  had  little  or  no  effect  in  bringing  about  a  differ- 
ent viewpoint.  Rather,  such  growth  reinforced  the  prevailing  view,  espe- 
cially since  corporations,  who  had  been  made  persons  under  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment,  took  on  the  protective  coloration  of  individualism. 
First  from  conscious  interest,  and  then  by  habit  and  sincere  conviction, 
corporations  came  to  regard  themselves  as  in  fact  proper  parts  of  the 
individualist  pattern.  What  is  more,  they  did  venture  abroad  and  were 
largely  welcome.  In  due  course  they  came  to  deal  with  governments 
on  terms  of  near-equality.  As  a  consequence,  they  looked  on  sovereign 
states  as  parties  to  private  contracts,  equals  in  law  and  right.  In  their 
dealings  with  governments,  they  applied  the  ethics  of  business  transac- 
tions. Moreover,  they  did  so  without  any  sense  of  impropriety  or  in- 
congruity. 
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Controls  and  individualism 

The  early  developments  of  internal  regulation  and  control,  though  they 
increased  the  powers  of  the  federal  government  and  were  precursors  of 
thoroughgoing  public-welfare  government,  in  no  sense  changed  the  pic- 
ture. For  their  dominant  intent  was  to  purify  individualism.  They  sought 
to  make  equality  of  opportunity  real.  They  strove  to  eliminate  unfair 
practices  by  monopolies,  or  corporations  in  pursuit  of  monopoly.  Those 
developments  culminated  in  the  first  term  of  Woodrow  Wilson,  the 
very  title  of  whose  program,  The  New  Freedom,  is  testimony  to  that 
intent  and  orientation.  What  is  more,  the  rallying  cry  of  his  second  cam- 
paign was  in  truth  an  appeal  to  enjoy  the  American  way  of  life,  thus 
purified,  without  shock  or  disturbance  by  the  conflict  consequent  on 
the  national  rivalries  and  state  ambitions  of  Europe,  which  appeared 
so  alien  to  American  folkways. 

Our  subsequent  involvement  and  participation  in  that  conflict  was 
no  doubt  based  partly  on  sympathy  with  England  and  on  the  special 
heritage  we  shared  with  her.  But  it  had  as  its  dominant  cause  a  some- 
what perverted,  selfish,  and  morally  isolationist  concept  of  an  American 
right  to  undisturbed  individual  movement  and  enterprise.  Such  a  right 
necessitated — and  from  the  American  viewpoint  warranted — unchal- 
lenged acceptance  of  our  political-social  attachments  in  the  warring 
world  and  on  the  high  seas,  which  were  major  battlegrounds.  The 
assertion  of  this  right  was  perverse  only  because  the  conditions  of  war- 
fare and  the  scale  of  organization  had  changed:  the  practices  which  had 
marked  the  Napoleonic  Wars  were  now  extended  across  the  Atlantic, 
though  the  parties  were  different.  In  essence  the  American  plea  was 
business  as  usual.  We  asserted  the  undisputed  right  of  the  nation  to 
enjoy  neutrality  and  of  the  individual  to  profit  from  it.  Our  own  bias 
in  the  use  of  neutrality  and  its  unequal  impact  on  the  contending  parties 
were  in  our  view  irrelevant  to  judgment  of  their  behavior.  Our  atti- 
tudes and  activities  did  not  justify  their  questioning  or  forcible  denial 
of  the  right  itself.  Rather,  our  sympathies  and  our  moral  convictions 
of  the  just  claims  to  respect  due  civilians,  especially  when  neutral, 
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allowed  us  to  muster  effective  indignation  against  Germany.  The  atti- 
tude was  plainly  revealed  in  American  reactions  to  the  sinking  of  the 
Lusitania,  which  England  effectively  exploited.  In  the  course  of  time  it 
allowed  us  to  enter  the  war  in  defense  of  an  American  individualism. 
That  defense  was  soon  transformed  into  a  crusade  to  make  the  world 
safe  for  democracy. 

Participation  itself,  however,  meant  new  controls.  The  needs  of  mod- 
ern war  speedily  demonstrated  that  the  American  tradition  of  modi- 
fied volunteering  was  not  able  to  create  an  adequate  army.  In  a  mass 
society  habituated  to  disciplined  organization,  it  was  even  an  irrelevance. 
Thus,  the  very  conditions  for  our  participation  in  the  war,  as  a  means 
to  defend  an  individualistic  concept  of  freedom  and  neutral  rights,  re- 
sulted in  at  least  temporary  rejections  of  individualism,  as  well  as 
abandonment  of  isolationism.  The  consequence  was  a  revelation  of  the 
imperfect  harmony  of  the  two  parts  of  American  policy.  Indeed,  a 
serious  question  arose  as  to  whether,  for  the  future,  American  politics 
and  policy  could  be  lastingly  integrated  or  effectively  conducted  on  the 
ancient  premises.  The  favorable  balance  of  trade  then  acquired  was  to 
give  the  answer.  Subsequent  private  investment  in  Europe,  probably 
inescapable  even  if  in  actual  course  unwise,  reinforced  the  point.  Yet 
the  lesson  is  still  far  from  learned. 


American  individualism  and  the  League  of  Nations 

For  all  his  noble  aspiration  towards  a  better  world  order,  towards  last- 
ing peace,  towards  democracy  and  human  dignity,  Woodrow  Wilson 
himself  certainly  did  not  give  the  needed  answer.  In  historical  per- 
spective, the  League  of  Nations,  engineered  by  him,  by  Smuts,  and  by 
Robert  Cecil,  was  a  step  in  the  evolution  of  international  thought  and 
in  its  slow  institutionalization.  It  was  the  continuation  of  a  trend 
which  runs  from  late  medieval  times  through  Rousseau  and  Kant  to 
the  Concert  of  Europe  and  the  Hague  Conferences.  But  that  League, 
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especially  as  it  was  fitted  into  the  peace  settlements,  was  also  a  con- 
tinuation with  modified  technique  of  the  nation-states  system  of  Eu- 
rope— "A  timid  compromise  between  nationalism  and  internationalism." 
Wilson  paid  dearly  to  get  it,  on  the  illusion  that  it  would  usher  in  a  new 
and  braver  world.  Yet  actually  he  was  continuing  our  initial  adherence 
to  the  old  European  system.  He  was  doing  so,  however,  without  the 
initial  intent,  which  was  participation  to  insure  us  against  disturbance 
by  European  powers.  Such  an  objective  was  by  that  time  in  truth  an 
irrelevance.  The  perversion  of  insulationism,  the  isolationism  proffered 
by  his  opponents,  stressed  the  other  element  in  our  tradition  and  was 
at  least  equally  irrelevant.  The  two  jointly  prophesied  the  need  for 
fundamental  reorientation  if  the  American  vision  was  to  be  lastingly 
protected  at  home  and  preserved  in  its  appeal  abroad. 

Yet  the  failure  of  Wilson's  design  was  not  due  merely  to  his  ac- 
ceptance of  an  antiquated  nation-state  system  in  a  continental  world. 
It  flowed  even  more  from  his  very  defense  of  individualism.  The  in- 
sulation and  protection  of  the  new  freedom  and  effective  championing 
of  the  American  interest  as  individualistic  freedom  in  the  world  were 
indeed  fundamentally  incompatible,  whatever  their  apparent  unity. 
Yet  Wilson  was  in  intent  consistent,  as  he  was  striving  to  be  true  to 
both  elements  in  our  tradition.  The  New  Freedom  was  purified  indi- 
vidualism at  home.  Participation  in  the  War  and  the  creation  of  the 
League  were  means  to  assure  individualist  freedom  in  the  world  at  large, 
after  the  American  pattern.  In  an  age  when  the  Hamiltonian  argument 
had  become  irrelevant,  Wilson  was  no  high-tariff  man.  Beyond  our 
borders,  he  was  a  clear  defender  of  basic  human  rights  in  general,  and 
of  free  enterprise  as  free  trade  and  unhampered  individual  initiative  in 
world  markets  in  particular.  He  did  not  believe  that  the  organiza- 
tion of  nations  committed  to  concepts  of  national  power  through  the 
monistic  state  was  incompatible  with  the  free  venturing  of  individuals 
in  international  trade.  Nevertheless  a  policy  devised  to  further  the  lat- 
ter was  rendered  doubly  irrelevant  by  the  commitment  of  many  na- 
tions to  public  social  welfare  programs  which  necessitated  increased  gov- 
ernmental functions.  Moreover,  monopolistic  cartels,  whether  they  dom- 
inated governments  or  were  their  economic  instruments  in  international 
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affairs,  in  practice  reinforced  a  statist  approach,  rather  than  combatted 
it.  Here  again  Wilson's  opponents  revealed  a  clearer  insight:  the  pro- 
tection of  the  traditional  American  individualism  at  home,  and  avoid- 
ance of  statism,  must  involve  a  return  to  normalcy,  of  which  abstention 
from  the  League  was  an  essential  part. 

The  League  of  Nations  and  the  practice  of  international  free  trade 
and  free  movement  of  persons  about  the  world  were  by  no  means 
corollaries.  Nevertheless,  the  United  States  could  not  isolate  itself  for 
the  pursuit  of  individualistic  enterprise  at  home  without  regard  to  the 
rest  of  the  world.  Nor  could  it,  on  the  one  hand,  count  on  freedom  for 
its  enterprising  citizens  beyond  its  boundaries  or,  on  the  other,  be  un- 
affected in  its  power  and  policies  by  what  they  chanced  to  do.  In  the 
era  of  Coolidge  prosperity  America  became,  it  is  true,  the  world's  chief 
single  banker,  even  though  the  total  of  European  investment  remained 
greater,  and  England  continued  to  profit  from  its  habitual  money- 
market  skill.  The  vast  postwar  demand  for  American  capital  abroad 
appeared  to  make  private  international  investment  an  easy  matter, 
which  did  not  require  any  League  organization  or  governmental  assist- 
ance or  control.  Rather,  the  economic  motivations  of  American  in- 
vestment houses  enabled  them  to  utilize  favorable  conditions  to  further 
and  strengthen  the  old  doctrine  of  individualism  beyond  our  borders. 
Yet  the  long-lived  headache  of  war  debts  and  reparations  was  a  public, 
political,  and  private  investment  question.  Settlement  of  these  issues 
was  fundamental  to  the  confidence  of  our  own  would-be  and  actual 
investors.  But  such  settlement  could  not  be  divorced  from  the  actions 
and  relations  of  the  governments  involved:  in  origin  and  content,  the 
problems  were  both  public  and  international.  Demand  for  loans  abroad 
and  supply  of  funds  at  home  were  both  present.  Nevertheless,  the  con- 
clusion of  bargains  between  private  parties,  or  between  these  and  public 
authorities,  depended  on  government  actions — on  commitments,  poli- 
cies, and  guarantees.  Our  own  government  was  eager  to  create  condi- 
tions which  would  beget  public  confidence.  On  the  theory  of  political 
economy  then  prevailing,  it  was  eager  to  do  so  in  the  very  service  of 
such  investment  interests.  But  it  also  recognized  its  own  political  in- 
terest in  stability  and  stabilization  elsewhere. 
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American  leadership  in  the  making  of  the  Dawes  and  Young  plans, 
American  participation  in  international  economic  conferences,  Ameri- 
can adherence  to  various  League  organizations  and  activities — includ- 
ing the  International  Labor  Organization — were  all  pragmatic  attempts 
to  give  recognition  to  the  inescapable  need  of  relating  public  action 
and  private  individual  enterprise  in  the  international  field.  The  tradi- 
tional individualism  had  to  be  preserved  as  American  policy,  and  a 
statist  nationalism  had  to  be  avoided.  But  under  the  changed  conditions 
these  results  could  be  attained  only  by  new  techniques  which  utilized 
governmental  power  and  the  skills  of  statesmen.  Yet  the  techniques 
devised  proved  inadequate.  They  did  not  succeed  in  developing  a  co- 
herent formulation  and  defense  of  American  national  interest  as  in- 
ternational. 

The  reasons  for  our  failure  were,  no  doubt,  complex.  But  they  in- 
cluded our  rather  naive  and  moralistic  aspirations  to  internationalism 
or  cosmopolitanism.  These  worked  at  cross-purposes  with  any  attempt 
at  a  genuine  welding  of  political  instrumentality  and  individualistic 
enterprise.  They  included,  secondly,  our  acceptance,  ready  or  reluctant, 
of  European  doctrines  of  sovereignty  and  nationalism  as  usual.  We  were 
thereby  prevented  from  imposing  effective  conditions  and  controls  over 
the  use  of  loans.  That  situation  was,  indeed,  repeated  later  with  equally 
disastrous  consequences  in  dealings  with  Nationalist  China.  In  both 
instances  inadequate  accustomedness  to  leadership  on  our  part  was  no 
doubt  largely  to  blame. 

Lastly,  our  failure  rested  in  part  on  the  inability  of  our  own  enter- 
prisers and  investment  houses  to  recognize  that  their  business  was 
affected  with  a  public  interest.  Our  business  and  financial  leaders  did 
not  perceive  that  they  themselves  were  also  instruments  of  policy.  They 
did  not  acknowledge  that  they  were  to  a  large  degree  responsible  for  the 
furtherance  and  protection  of  the  national  interest.  Rather,  as  enter- 
prisers they  followed  the  motivation  of  anticipated  profits.  They  in- 
sisted that  government  ought  to  be — and  they  saw  to  it  that  it  was — 
directed  by  their  advice.  It  must  use  its  power  and  influence  to  create 
conditions  of  political  security  serviceable  to  their  ventures.  Neverthe- 
less they  themselves  followed  no  larger  and  statesmanlike  motivation. 
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They  were  seemingly  incapable  of  broad  political,  rather  than  narrow 
and  short-term  economic,  judgment.  Nor  did  they  perceive  that  po- 
litical assistance  imposed  a  reciprocal  responsibility  on  them.  They  did 
not  recognize  or  acknowledge  that  they  had  no  right  so  to  venture  as 
to  undermine  the  effectiveness  of  that  public  action  which  they  had 
themselves  solicited  and  espoused. 

No  doubt  these  last  attitudes  were  neither  fully  conscious  nor  de- 
liberately irresponsible.  They  rested,  indeed,  to  a  large  extent  on  long- 
lived  assumptions  about  the  nature  and  prerogatives  of  private  enter- 
prise. They  also  followed,  at  least  in  part,  from  a  sharing  in  a  more 
general  optimism,  to  whose  creation  they  had  contributed.  Further, 
they  betokened  a  failure  to  realize  that  Europe,  as  well  as  Latin  America, 
was  not  the  United  States.  Those  countries  did  not  enjoy  the  poten- 
tialities which  within  our  boundaries  had  warranted  optimism,  and  on 
balance  had  justified  even  rashly  expansionist  enterprise  at  home. 


Individualism  and  the  depression 

Our  own  stock-market  collapse  and  the  subsequent  failure  of  the 
Kreditanstalt  in  Vienna  signaled  depression  at  home  and  abroad.  That 
depression  was  for  the  United  States  a  ruthless  commentary  on  its  in- 
ability to  make  a  coherent  policy  juxtaposing  isolationism,  inter- 
nationahsm,  and  individuaUsm.  Unhappily,  it  also  signified  the  inade- 
quate adaptation  of  the  American  tradition.  Changed  circumstances 
had  not  yet  created  a  system  or  a  technique  for  the  harmonizing  of 
private  and  public  interest.  To  achieve  that  end  necessitated  a  wide 
extension  of  government  controls  over  both  the  internal  and  the  inter- 
national enterprise  of  American  business.  In  particular,  it  made  controls 
over  the  latter  essential  in  order  to  further  the  nation's  own  political- 
economic  interest.  The  whole  problem  of  politics  became  one  of  how  to 
achieve  the  needful  compounding  of  private  and  pubHc,  as  well  as  of 
internal  and  international,  interests  without  lapsing  into  statism.  It  was 
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necessary  to  preserve  the  essential  pluralism  and  scope  for  group  and 
individual  energies  which  were  the  superiority  of  the  American  way  of 
life.  Yet  it  was  necessary  to  prevent  anarchy  and  to  overcome  that 
absence  of  business  answerability  which  had  earlier  been  relatively 
harmless  and  had  indeed  constituted  a  major  condition  for  creative  use 
of  energies. 

The  New  Deal  initially  embodied  some  promise  of  a  useful  change 
in  orientation,  based  on  informed  insight.  For  it  was  essentially  a  rescue 
operation:  national  government  undertook  positive  action  to  overcome 
the  disastrous  consequences  of  behaviors  consequent  on  inadequate 
analysis  and  erroneous  doctrine.  Its  program  involved,  indeed,  both  re- 
strictions and  promotion  to  refine  and  reform  our  mores  and  our  in- 
stitutions. But  its  object  was  to  restore  as  a  going  concern  the  social- 
economic  system  of  American  enterprise.  It  was  properly  critical  of  the 
abuses  and  miscalculations  of  business,  whether  at  home  or  in  its  for- 
eign investment  policies.  For  these  had  resulted  in  the  disastrous  debacle. 
It  was  impatient  with  the  prior  policies  of  the  Hoover  regime,  which 
had  deemed  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  a  suflScient  restora- 
tive. Therefore  it  aimed,  by  a  series  of  interrelated  measures,  to  start 
up  again  the  wheels  of  industry  and  to  revivify  the  agrarian  segment  of 
our  society.  It  sought  to  do  so,  too,  by  soliciting  the  co-operation  of  the 
interests  involved,  as  the  ill-fated  National  Industrial  Recovery  Act 
attests.  Consequently,  at  the  start  it  was  recognized  by  many  leaders  of 
the  business  community  as  necessary  and  serviceable  to  that  individual- 
ism which  they  held  fundamental.  For  a  moment  a  re-emerging  con- 
cept of  responsible  trusteeship,  almost  lost  since  the  Civil  War,  seemed 
possible.  Some  evidence,  indeed,  suggested  that  leaders  in  the  business 
world,  shocked  by  their  own  and  others'  misfortunes,  were  coming  to 
develop  a  statesmanlike  attitude.  They  would,  it  was  hoped,  broaden 
their  motivations.  There  might  then  emerge  a  pattern  of  co-partnership 
between  social-economic  and  political  leadership.  Such  a  pattern  could 
well  constitute  a  preservative  of  freedom  from  statism.  Yet  it  would 
utilize  the  instrumentalities  of  government  as  a  technique  for  adjust- 
ments between  public  and  private  interests,  between  government  and 
particular  interest  groups.  Such  adjustments  would  result  in  an  im- 
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perfect  but  dynamic  harmony  consequent  on  deliberate  action  under- 
taken in  the  service  of  the  complex  American  society. 

The  honeymoon  was,  however,  brief.  The  new  governmental  activity 
had  at  the  start  involved  a  proper  and  limited  restoration  of  the  states- 
man's calling  and  a  renewed  insistence  on  public  responsibiUty  and  pub- 
lic service.  But  it  soon  resulted  in  an  expansion  of  governmental  func- 
tions considerably  in  excess  of  what  was  needed  to  release  the  energies 
of  the  productive  parts  of  the  community.  The  New  Deal  program 
moved  far  beyond  what  was  necessitated  by  business  abuses  and  by 
denials  of  equahty  of  opportunity.  It  became  at  many  points  a  hindrance 
rather  than  a  help  to  socially  useful  creative  effort.  The  consequence 
was  widespread  fear  that  we  would  become  subjects  of  a  bureaucratic 
state.  The  danger  was  real,  though  not  immediate.  No  doubt  the  fear 
was  exaggerated  by  unfamiliarity  and  unaccustomedness  to  widespread 
governmental  function.  Moreover,  the  threat  itself  might  have  been  met 
by  a  positive  program  of  restraints  and  controls  on  government.  But  a 
major  part  of  the  business  community  had  long  been  conditioned  to  the 
idea  of  its  own  primacy.  It  was  convinced  of  the  sufficiency  of  its  own 
economic  and  power  motivations.  Hence  it  regarded  the  whole  New 
Deal  operation  as  temporary  and  abnormal.  Therefore,  once  some  degree 
of  confidence  was  re-established,  it  sought  another  return  to  normalcy, 
though  it  was  to  suffer  repeated  frustrations.  Its  inherited  doctrine  of 
stabilized  finance,  part  of  the  mores  of  individualism  which  it  applied 
uncritically  to  public  affairs,  increased  its  drive  to  escape  from  the  con- 
fines of  government. 

In  any  event,  there  arose  a  deep  conflict  between  those  who  saw  in- 
dividualism as  the  root  concept  of  the  American  adventure  and  those  for 
whom  a  positive  concern  for  social  welfare  was  the  overriding  criterion 
in  the  conduct  of  public  life.  The  consequence  of  their  political  irrecon- 
cilability during  this  period  was  the  destruction  of  a  germinating  dy- 
namic conservatism.  Such  a  conservatism  was  nevertheless  essential 
for  the  reinterpretation  of  the  basic  American  tradition  to  meet  con- 
temporary conditions.  A  progressive  Toryism  had  been  within  reach, 
embodying  a  combination  of  noblesse  oblige  and  enlightened  self-interest 
on  the  part  of  business  leaders  who  felt  a  new  responsibility  and  ac- 
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cepted  the  justice  of  mass  demands  for  greater  security  and  a  greater 
share  in  the  rewards  of  an  industrial  order.  Under  its  aegis,  indi- 
vidual freedom  and  public  responsibility  could  have  been  reconciled  and 
harnessed  in  the  service  of  American  society  as  a  whole.  But  the  dogmas 
of  nineteenth-century  individualism,  reinforced  by  a  more  ancient  Amer- 
ican heritage,  proved  too  strong.  Classical  liberalism  remained  the 
essence  of  professed  American  conservatism.  A  genuinely  conservation- 
ist conservatism  failed  to  emerge. 

That  failure  resulted  in  sustained  dichotomy  within  our  political 
society.  Henceforth  our  politics  was  marked  by  increasing  acrimony. 
The  bitterness  was  disastrous  both  for  internal  and  for  international 
politics,  however  great  the  value  for  democratic  institutions  of  genu- 
ine two-party  fights.  For  mutual  recriminations  prevented  the  full  and 
cheerful  acceptance  of  the  doctrine  of  co-partnership  of  government 
and  the  social  economic  order,  today  the  essential  alternative  to  statist 
planning.  The  recognition  that  big  government  was  a  useful  and  useable 
instrument  was  denied  by  one  major  segment  of  our  society.  The  values 
of  free  individual  and  group  enterprise  were  seriously  questioned  by  the 
other. 

The  failure  likewise  prevented  the  necessary  integration  of  domestic 
programs  and  international  policies  as  a  coherent  expression  of  the  na- 
tional interest:  the  vision  of  the  United  States  as  a  co-organic  society 
incapable  of  isolation  and  obligated  to  leadership  was  at  best  seriously 
blurred.  The  opposition  to  such  a  design  by  doctrinaire  individualists  at 
home  made  difficult  an  appropriate  redefinition  of  national  interest  in 
the  service  of  an  American  international  policy  and  of  America's  actual 
position.  It  re-emphasized  the  older  theory  of  uncontrolled  individual- 
istic venturing,  in  a  world  where  that  viewpoint  was  no  longer  service- 
able or  safe. 

Within  government  itself,  the  conflict  between  Wilsonian  patterns 
and  a  concept  of  America's  carefully  compounded  and  coherently  im- 
plem.ented  international  interest  had  already  occurred.  It  had  destroyed 
the  initial  New  Deal  harmony.  It  had  contributed  to  the  wrecking  of 
the  London  International  Economic  Conference.  The  depression  itself 
had  indeed  led  to  a  greater  recognition  of  economic  interdependence  in 
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at  least  the  "Western  world.  Such  awareness  diminished  overt  isolationist 
opposition  to  participation  in  efforts  to  revive  world  trade  and  restore 
the  functioning  of  other  economies.  But  the  very  urgency  of  inter- 
nal problems  and  the  common  distress  at  unfortunate  investment 
abroad  worked  in  the  other  direction.  The  failure  by  some  of  the  official 
family  to  perceive  the  irrelevance  of  earlier  concepts  of  international 
enterprise,  together  with  enforced  concentration  on  domestic  problems, 
prevented  an  effective  extension  of  the  initial  New  Deal  statecraft  to 
the  whole  realm  of  policy. 


Individualism,  isolationism,  and  world  conflict 

The  end  of  the  brief  honeymoon  of  government  and  business  meant  in 
turn  a  revival  of  isolationist  thinking.  That  revival  was  unemphatic 
only  because  the  general  orientation  of  our  people  was  internal.  "Will- 
ingness to  venture  abroad  slowly  and  cautiously  revived.  But  the  doc- 
trine of  controls  over  venturing  in  the  name  of  national  interest  was 
not  accepted.  "We  did  not  consciously  endeavor  to  promote  interna- 
tional policies  favorable  to  our  well-being  at  home  and  to  the  exten- 
sion abroad  of  American  institutional  patterns.  Our  government  did 
not  consistently  undertake  to  prevent  endeavors  which  might  prove 
politically  harmful,  however  economically  rewarding.  Such  courses  were, 
indeed,  pubHcly  advocated  only  with  hesitancy,  uncertainly  and  un- 
systematically. 

Nevertheless,  the  growth  of  executive  power  in  the  making  of  re- 
ciprocal trade  agreements  was  a  radical  departure  from  the  concept  of 
interest-bargained  tariffs.  It  moved  towards  the  idea  of  the  nation's 
collective  political-economic  interest  as  international.  Subsequently,  too, 
as  "World  "War  II  came  in  Europe  and  crisis  grew  in  the  Far  East,  the 
system  of  export  licenses  and  of  increasingly  stringent  controls  on  the 
movements  of  our  own  nationals  evidenced  a  growing  awareness  of  the 
need  to  circumscribe  the  claims  of  individuals  to  freedom  in  their  ven- 
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turings  abroad  for  the  very  sake  of  protection  and  furtherance  of  a  col- 
lective interest.  In  a  different  and  more  direct  way,  our  aid  to  and 
deals  with  Great  Britain  prior  to  our  own  entry  into  the  war  also  re- 
vealed our  recognition  of  the  inescapable  primacy  of  the  political,  and 
of  the  necessity  to  define  the  national  interest  as  a  joint  and  interna- 
tional one. 

Nevertheless,  it  proved  genuinely  difficult  to  prepare  the  public  mind 
for  participation  in  a  conflict  in  Europe,  even  though  the  result  of 
that  conflict  would  clearly  affect  our  destiny.  Indeed,  only  with  Pearl 
Harbor  was  the  die  cast.  That  difficulty  is  testimony  to  the  prevalence 
in  the  country  of  both  isolationist  and  individualistic  attitudes  which 
opposed  involvement  beyond  our  borders  and  revealed  deep  fearfulness 
of  further  interferences  with  normal  freedoms.  The  debate  over  pre- 
paredness through  compulsory  military  training  is  here  additional  sup- 
porting evidence.  Once  we  were  involved  in  the  war,  however,  thor- 
oughgoing controls  over  the  economy,  including  manpower  controls, 
were  accepted  with  reasonably  good  grace.  What  is  more,  they  were 
made  effective  in  the  main  by  the  co-operation  and  voluntary  com- 
pliance, despite  grumblings,  of  the  various  interests  affected,  including 
the  rationed  public. 

Bureaucracy  was  necessarily  omnipresent,  and  frequently  it  was  awk- 
ward and  inept.  Nevertheless,  at  several  key  points  long  participation 
by  representatives  of  specific  interests  or  of  the  public  at  large  insured 
against  a  purely  centralized  statism.  Moreover,  given  the  normal  dom- 
inance of  government  in  wartime,  the  actual  conduct  of  affairs  re- 
mained much  closer  than  might  have  been  anticipated  to  that  co- 
partnership which  is  the  proper  corollary  of  a  societal  concept  of  national 
interest. 

Yet,  the  war  once  ended,  it  proved  impossible  for  government  to 
resist  the  individualistic  demand  for  a  return  to  a  second  normalcy. 
Public  pressure  forced  the  rapid  removal  of  controls  and  the  speedy 
return  home  and  to  civilian  life  of  soldiers  abroad.  Demands  for  decon- 
trol were  no  doubt  to  a  considerable  degree  the  consequence  of  the  in- 
dividualistic preconceptions  and  motivations  of  enterprisers.  Insistence 
on   demobilization   rested   on   somewhat    curious    sentimentaUties    and 
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moralities  which  pointed  to  the  survival  of  an  underlying  geographical 
and  cultural  isolationism.  Both  alike  were  testimony  to  a  more  wide- 
spread antistatism  and  to  the  generic  character  of  American  indi- 
vidualism: neither  economy  nor  persons  should  be  under  the  orders  of 
government  if  such  a  course  were  in  any  way  avoidable  without  danger 
of  disaster.  The  subsequent  fear  of  militarism  through  major  partici- 
pation of  military  men  in  policy-making  was  likewise  an  indication  of 
our  individualism.  For  such  opposition  went  beyond  traditional  con- 
cern for  civilian  supremacy  and  provided  a  technique  wherewith  to  at- 
tack the  expanded  range  of  governmental  power  and  function. 

The  fear  of  statism  and  the  desire  to  preserve  individual  freedom 
were  by  no  means  evil  in  themselves.  They  rested  on  the  lasting  Ameri- 
can insight  and  aspiration,  as  they  embodied  an  ethically  sound  critical 
judgment.  But  subsequent  dislocations,  the  necessity  of  a  rapid  return 
to  controls,  owing  to  increasing  bipolar  conflict,  and  the  serious  weak- 
ening of  our  power  and  prestige  in  Europe  are  indications  of  the  inade- 
quacy of  an  older  individualism.  Our  worried,  frenzied,  and  costly 
undertaking  of  a  needed  military  preparedness  further  emphasized  that 
inadequacy.  In  many  areas  traditional  individualism  had  already  be- 
come more  a  creed  than  a  practice.  Nevertheless,  the  assumptions  under- 
lying the  creed — powerful  even  when  impracticable — constitute  false 
criteria  for  the  conduct  of  domestic  and  foreign  policy,  today  ines- 
capably intertwined:  they  do  not  fit  modern  conditions.  In  particular, 
they  are  not  consonant  with  our  own  position  of  leadership  and  the  clear 
international  character  of  our  present  national  interest.  They  are  like- 
wise evidence  of  our  signal  failure  lastingly  to  develop  our  own  proper 
alternative  to  statism,  namely,  collaboration  of  public  authority  and 
private  interests  based  on  statesmanlike  awareness  of  an  overriding  gen- 
eral welfare. 

The  failure  is  indeed  only  partial.  It  involves  the  privation  of  a  pos- 
sible good.  It  does  not  consist  in  the  presence  of  individualism  and 
attachment  to  the  primacy  of  the  person.  Indeed,  our  determination 
that  men's  energies  shall  not  be  confined  and  directed  by  the  state  ac- 
cording to  the  pleasure  of  elected  persons  or  at  the  behest  of  bureaucrats 
is  itself  valuable.  Rather,  failure  arises  from  our  conceiving  the  state 
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as  enemy,  and  not  as  useful  and  necessary  instrument  in  the  formula- 
tion and  pursuit  of  that  general  welfare.  For  such  welfare  constitutes 
the  proper  American  criterion  both  for  governmental  action  and  for 
individual  freedom.  The  corollary  of  our  error  in  thought  and  feeling 
is  an  inability  on  the  part  of  the  leaders  in  our  social-economic  order 
to  develop  an  overriding  sense  of  statesmanship.  Such  failure  must  sooner 
or  later  prove  fatal  to  genuine  individualism,  which  can  remain  vital 
only  while  it  is  grounded  in  moral  principle.  Inadequately  enlightened 
individualism  and  the  absence  of  a  clear  concept  of  the  duty  of  states- 
manship result  in  our  lack  of  appropriate  and  adequate  means  to  correct 
the  excesses  of  faith  in  business  leadership  of  the  Republic.  We  still  find 
it  hard  to  persuade  leaders  in  economic  life  that  the  pursuit  of  business 
as  usual  from  their  viewpoint,  under  strictly  economic  or  corporate 
organizational  motivations,  is  not  a  suflScient  performance  of  their  obli- 
gation as  enterprisers  and  as  citizens.  Whatever  its  past  values  in  de- 
veloping a  continent,  that  viewpoint  is  today  too  narrow.  Recently 
the  heritage  of  an  isolating  and  competitive  individualism  has  stood 
in  the  way  of  an  effective  dynamic  conservatism.  It  has  impeded  us  in 
our  search  to  discover  concepts  of  citizenship  and  leadership  adequate 
for  our  time. 


Individualism  and  American  postwar  leadership 

The  central  consequence  of  World  War  II  was  that  the  United  States 
became  conspicuously  and  by  common  acknowledgment  the  leader  of 
the  Western  world.  Indeed,  for  much  of  Asia  not  less  than  for  Europe, 
its  generic  way  of  life  offered  the  sole  alternative  to  Communism,  as  its 
aid  in  the  promotion  and  preservation  of  nontotaUtarian  institutions 
was  a  major  protection  against  Russian  domination.  Nor  could  America 
default  on  the  resultant  obligations  or  retire  into  itself.  Its  interests  in 
security  and  in  maintaining  its  own  relative  prosperity  forced  it  to  con- 
cern with  world  conditions.  Moreover,  its  commitments  prohibited  non- 


Individualism  and  legalism   i^    75 

chalant  insensitiveness  to  the  fate  of  others:  interests,  ethics,  and  con- 
cern for  pubhc  reputation  all  drove  us  in  the  same  direction.  An 
earlier  isolationism,  such  as  was  once  reflected  in  our  refusal  of  mem- 
bership in  the  old  League  of  Nations,  proved  impossible.  The  American 
heartland  might  be  temporarily  impregnable.  But  the  two-ocean  power 
was  centrally  located  in  a  world  of  subcontinental  states  or  confedera- 
tions. It  was  in  strategy  and  interest  no  longer  at  once  removed  from 
and  attached  to  Europe  alone.  The  latter,  now  in  decline,  was  indeed 
far  from  irrelevant  or  impotent  to  distract.  We  ourselves  could  no  longer 
turn  our  back  on  Europe  in  order  to  purify  and  utilize  the  talents  of 
its  inheritance  against  the  backdrop  of  an  unbounded  horizon.  But  we 
could  also  not  look  in  one  direction  alone. 

While  war  was  still  being  waged,  we  were  the  leading  architects  of 
the  United  Nations.  Likewise,  Americans  largely  devised  the  economic 
bases  of  a  postwar  international  policy  which  was  intended  to  support 
and  sustain  that  new  way  of  international  life.  The  financial-economic 
design  of  Bretton  Woods,  the  preliminary  drafting  of  Dumbarton  Oaks, 
and  the  final  conference  at  San  Francisco  constituted  a  pattern  for  in- 
ternational action  with  American  sponsorship  and  support.  Whatever 
the  practical  reasons  for  choice  of  those  places,  their  locations  sym- 
bolize the  range  and  directions  of  our  new  outlook  as  world  power. 

More  importantly,  American  membership  and  participation  in  the 
United  Nations  seemed  to  indicate  an  abandonment  of  isolationism  and 
an  acceptance  of  the  concept  of  the  nation's  international  interest. 
Similarly,  the  fact  that  our  delegates  were  variously  former  ambassa- 
dors, politicians,  career  bureaucrats,  or  distinguished  private  citizens 
drafted  for  the  job  gave  notice  of  our  recognition  of  the  essentially 
social  and  co-organic  nature  of  the  American  nation.  Moreover,  in  view 
of  America's  position  of  leadership,  the  design  for  international  loans 
for  the  development  of  undeveloped  countries  and  the  inclusion  in  the 
United  Nations  Charter  itself  of  provisions  for  international  action 
and  co-operation  in  economic  and  social  affairs  alike  seemed  to  reflect 
a  changed  attitude,  even  though  the  economic  powers  granted  the  new 
organization  were  deliberately  limited.  The  novel  arrangements  sug- 
gested a  clear  awareness  on  our  part  of  the  interdependence  of  peoples. 
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They  indicated  our  manifest  intent  to  pursue  coherent  and  rational  eco- 
nomic policies.  They  gave  further  endorsement  to  the  idea  of  co-partner- 
ship between  government  and  private  enterprise,  with  government  as 
the  regulating  partner.  Certainly  the  contrast  with  the  old  League  and 
the  abandonment  of  Wilson's  moralistic  and  doctrinaire  international 
individualism  were  clear  enough.  Indeed,  subsequent  ideological  conflict 
with  the  U.S.S.R.  and  its  own  deep-rooted  suspicion  of  our  motives 
arose  largely  from  these  specific  courses.  Our  own  cosponsorship  of  the 
veto  was  given  in  part  on  grounds  of  security  for  the  antitotalitarian 
and  individualistic  co-partnership  view  of  the  state,  even  though  in 
the  event  it  proved  unfortunate.  It  doubtless  furthered  Russian  distrust 
of  our  motives,  even  as  the  veto  itself  provided  a  valuable  weapon  in 
the  Communist  armory.  Our  subsequent  views  of  the  nature  and  con- 
tent of  an  international  bill  of  rights  completed  the  process  of  political 
and  philosophical  alienation.  For,  from  the  Russian  viewpoint,  which 
here  constitutes  signal  testimony  to  our  intent  and  accomplishment, 
the  United  Nations  was  an  organization  manifestly  designed  by  the 
West  to  promote  through  co-operative  governmental  action  the  preser- 
vation of  a  modified  system  of  private  enterprise  on  individualist  assump- 
tions. The  institutional  provisions  for  international  financing  and  pro- 
motion of  economic  welfare  left  no  room  for  doubt:  they  were  on 
Communist  premises  a  subtly  sinister,  because  seemingly  statesman- 
like and  enlightened,  imposition  of  capitalism  in  the  name  of  inter- 
national peace  and  order. 

Subsequent  direct  American  aid  in  the  relief,  reconstruction,  and 
finally  rearmament  of  Europe  was  a  necessary  consequence  of  America's 
position,  of  the  urgency  of  time,  and  of  the  awkward  slowness  of  new 
institutions.  It  was  also  a  commentary  on  the  partial  irrelevance  of 
those  institutions  in  a  situation  where  the  United  States  alone  could 
provide  the  needed  goods  and  foot  the  bills.  Our  new  undertakings 
rested  on  a  broad  concept  of  international  interdependence  and  of 
America's  international  interest.  They  involved  also  our  acceptance  of 
the  primacy  of  political  judgment  and  governmental  action,  of  a  close 
relating  of  internal  and  external  affairs,  and  of  the  need  for  a  coherent 
directing  by  indirection  of  the  course  of  private  enterprise.  They  were 
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conceived  for  the  promotion  of  a  national  interest  based  on  concepts  of 
interdependence  between  our  home  poHtical  economy  and  the  economic 
welfare  and  political  stability  of  members  of  our  own  bloc.  They  were 
dedicated  to  the  securing  at  once  of  morale  and  of  effective  power 
throughout  the  membership  of  that  bloc.  They  were  directed  to  bolster- 
ing our  own  national  security  and  to  the  protection  and  promotion  of 
our  internal  business  economy.  That  economy  actually  prospered  under 
the  resultant  burdens. 

Our  commitments,  then,  were  based  on  a  theory  of  international 
interest.  Our  power  and  our  contribution  to  the  collective  good  were 
preponderant.  But  our  doctrine  of  leadership  was  grounded  in  deliberate 
commitment  to  United  Nations  as  the  normal  vehicle  for  collective 
action.  It  made  us  simply  the  senior  ally.  Our  rapid  return  to  a  decon- 
trolled system  of  individualistic  normalcy  after  World  War  II  would 
probably  have  necessitated  reimposition  of  controls  at  home  in  any 
emergency.  But  the  very  range  and  indefiniteness  of  our  commitments 
made  the  speedy  devising  and  imposition  of  such  controls  imperative. 
We  had  to  avoid  runaway  inflation.  For  our  own  and  the  overall  good 
we  had  to  utilize  with  maximum  efficiency  our  resources  and  productive 
capacity  which,  though  vast,  were  not  inexhaustible  and  could  not  be 
expanded  with  sufficient  rapidity  to  make  ourselves  and  our  allies  im- 
mediately secure  against  hostile  threats.  Our  commitments  tended  to 
outrun  our  immediately  available  productive  capacities.  That  situa- 
tion gave  aid  and  comfort  both  to  isolationists  and  to  individuaUsts  who 
desired  to  measure  such  commitments  by  narrowly  economic  criteria. 
Always  inimical  to  controls,  the  individuaUst  had  an  especially  strong 
case  when  controls  meant  obvious  sacrifices  and  yet  were  obviously  in- 
adequate to  solve  positively  the  total  problem  of  world  economic  re- 
habilitation and  development. 

Nevertheless,  on  grounds  of  security  and  stabilization,  such  controls 
were  once  more  accepted  with  good  grace  as  immediately  necessary,  even 
though  they  were  modified  at  the  demand  of  various  interests,  and  in 
the  name  of  maximum  freedom  and  flexibility  for  enterprise  under  the 
unsought  but  imposed  conditions.  Yet  fears  of  peacetime  statism,  criti- 
cisms of  extravagance  and  corruption,  doctrines  of  sound  finance,  and 
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a  desire  for  defined  commitments  proved  strong.  Under  the  aegis  of 
party  strife  exacerbated  by  the  Republican  party's  long  years  in  the 
wilderness,  they  combined  with  surviving  isolationist  feeling  to  produce 
an  emphatic  revival  of  individuahstic  and  free-enterprise  sentiment. 
They  led  to  forceful  attacks  on  the  newer  reinterpretation  of  national 
interest  as  international.  And  in  due  course  they  led  to  the  removal,  or 
radical  modification,  of  the  controls. 

Fears  of  statism  and  of  a  purely  governmental  interpretation  of  the 
national  interest  were  part  of  the  motivation  underlying  such  criticism 
and  policy  change,  as  was  also  moral  concern  over  corruption  and  waste. 
But  the  basic  indictment  rested  on  individualistic  preconceptions.  It 
involved  a  failure  to  accept  the  concept  of  co-partnership  either  in 
domestic  or  in  foreign  affairs.  The  balanced  budget  and  the  absence 
of  a  significant  national  debt  had,  indeed,  alike  become  improbable. 
Nevertheless  the  relevant  stereotypes  continued  to  have  force  as  myth 
or  pretended  and  delusive  aspiration.  They  variously  inspired  sensible 
demands  for  eflSciency  in  military  spending;  the  search  for  purely 
American  preparedness  and  self-defense;  and  criticism  of  the  volume, 
the  conditions,  and  the  purposes  of  aid  to  allies,  whether  for  their  in- 
ternal reconstruction  or  for  rearmament. 

Hopes  for  a  return  to  a  purely  individuahstic  system  of  international 
economic  relations  had  indeed  been  abandoned.  No  one  proposed  that 
banks  and  investment  houses  should  take  over  the  job  of  negotiating 
loans  to  foreign  governments.  Nor  was  it  seriously  suggested  that  finan- 
cial institutions  should  decide  in  the  light  of  their  private  economic 
judgments  what  enterprises  in  what  countries  should  receive  financing, 
and  on  what  terms.  For  the  lesson  of  the  twenties  had  been  learned. 
Moreover,  for  the  most  part  the  changed  nature  of  foreign  political 
economies,  with  their  own  developed  governmental  controls,  pre- 
cluded such  activities.  Still  more  importantly,  however,  this  type  of 
individualistic  thinking  had  withered  away  almost  unobserved.  It  had 
been  replaced  by  a  recognition  that  government  was  the  organ  and 
vehicle  for  the  compounding  and  effectuation  of  the  nation's  external 
interests  through  economic,  not  less  than  through  political  and  military, 
instrumentalities. 
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The  individualistic  viewpoint  nevertheless  reasserted  itself  in  other 
ways.  First,  there  arose  a  growing  insistence  that  our  own  government 
should  shape  its  assistance  policies  according  to  sound  business  judg- 
ments. It  must  treat  its  allies  as  parties  to  business  contracts  or  as 
suitors  for  bank  loans.  Allies  in  turn  were  judged  on  their  credit  condi- 
tion. That  judgment,  moreover,  rested  on  their  past  or  present  practice 
as  debtors.  It  was  not  based  on  their  potential  economic  development 
or  reconstruction,  nor  yet  on  their  political  stability  and  probable  mili- 
tary value.  Significantly,  legislation  was  enacted  to  insure  the  narrower 
judgment.  Great  Britain  was  thereby  driven  to  emulate  the  earlier  prac- 
tices which  had  brought  unwarranted,  or  at  least  excessive,  eulogies  to 
Finland.  The  gains  to  Britain's  own  economy  and  the  increase  of  its 
value  as  our  ally  were  alike  dubious. 

The  demand  for  such  narrow  and  inappropriate  policies  rested  in  no 
small  part  on  a  prayerful  hope  to  limit  American  commitments.  It  was 
also  related  to  the  desire  to  restrict  the  export  of  American  products 
where  it  was  suspected  that  they  were  being  given  away,  with  pointless 
loss  in  home  consumption  and  in  the  American  standards  of  living. 
Political  isolationism  was  altogether  impossible;  but  the  use  of  the 
criteria  of  sound  business  in  the  conduct  of  its  foreign  policy  at  mini- 
mum economic  cost  was  not.  Proper  concentration  on  the  needs  of 
consumers  at  home  would  insulate  and  preserve  America's  differential 
standards  of  living.  Yet  under  the  conditions  of  bipolar  conflict,  and 
given  the  aspirations  and  needs  of  other  peoples,  such  a  poUcy  tended 
in  the  long  run  towards  our  self-imposed  political  isolation.  It  could  at 
best  be  justified  on  the  score  that  a  strong  internal  economy  would 
most  effectively  secure  American  power.  That  position  had  some  war- 
rant insofar  as  it  meant  ability  to  avoid  an  inflation  which  seemed  other- 
wise inevitable  and  not  to  be  controlled.  But  under  the  circumstances 
it  was  quite  unwarranted  insofar  as  it  was  designed  to  lead  to  further 
increases  in  consumption  of  goods  and  services.  A  people  who,  even 
under  a  different  policy,  would  enjoy  differentially  high  standards  of 
living  could  not  afford  to  alienate  impoverished  friends  by  conspicuous 
consumption. 

No  doubt  the  policy  of  hard-headedness  received  some  support  from 
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very  primitive  mercantilist  economic  doctrine.  The  simple  convictions 
that  the  wealth  and  power  of  a  nation  was  enhanced  by  keeping  gold 
at  home  and  that  to  export  money  was  to  lose  were  by  no  means  dead, 
even  though  we  were  ail  aware  that  our  gold  was  buried  in  Fort  Knox 
and  that  our  loans  would  consist  in  capital  goods  and  technical  aid. 
Nevertheless,  the  idea  of  gaining  and  losing  trades  survived,  whilst  a 
conception  of  political  economy  relevant  to  our  position  in  the  new 
world  order  was  still  lacking.  Indeed,  our  conscious  doctrine  was  not 
concerned  with  the  national  role  or  our  collective  welfare.  It  rested 
solely  on  classical  analysis:  both  parties  should  gain,  and  gain  equally, 
from  an  exchange.  Such  mutual  gain  was  to  be  assessed  purely  in  mone- 
tary terms.  The  concept  that  benefits  might  arise  from  mutual  po- 
htical  and  collective  power  was  either  not  envisioned  or  was  specifically 
rejected.  Rejection  was  facilitated  by  past  experience.  European  gov- 
ernments and  peoples  had  often  shown  lack  of  gratitude  for  American 
aid  and  generosity.  Sometimes,  indeed,  they  had  been  manifestly  resent- 
ful that,  by  reason  of  greater  resources  and  lesser  involvement  and  war 
burdens,  America  was  able  to  give  such  aid  at  all.  Positively,  the  Samuel 
Smiles  doctrine  of  self-help  was  applied  to  nations.  But  judgment  as  to 
whether  those  who  received  aid  were  actually  using  it  adequately  to 
help  themselves  rested  on  American  standards  of  tempo  and  energies, 
which  were  utterly  unrealistic  when  applied  to  most  other  peoples. 


The  relation  of  individualism  and  legalism 

Behind  these  attitudes  was  a  broader  heritage,  at  once  moralistic  and 
legalistic.  In  origin  it  was  European,  but  in  intensity  and  rigidity  it  was 
peculiarly  American.  Its  public  side  rested  on  the  ancient  doctrine,  pacta 
sunt  servanda.  That  doctrine  was  restated  to  mean  that  international 
agreements,  whether  formally  treaties  or  not,  ought  to  be  kept,  and  kept 
au  pied  de  la  lettre.  For  Americans,  it  was  given  the  status  of  dogma  by 
reason  of  our  individualistic  legal  and  constitutional  concept  of  the 
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sanctity  of  contracts.  The  latter  teaching  had  been  appropriate  to  a  so- 
ciety of  nations,  not  less  than  to  an  internal  economy,  where  the  range 
and  techniques  of  communication  and  economic  exchange  were  still 
somewhat  stable.  But  it  continued  to  be  applied  with  increasing  inappro- 
priateness  to  a  world  of  ever-increasing  tempo.  To  insure  stabilized 
economies  and  stable  regimes  necessitated  adapting  international  pacts 
and  agreements  in  the  light  of  changed  conditions.  Rigidity  became  the 
enemy  of  accommodating  and  creative  statesmanship,  not  the  expression 
of  high  principle. 

Manifestly,  neither  treaties  nor  contracts  should  be  broken  on  the 
whim  of  one  party  alone,  or  by  reason  of  its  greater  power.  That  prin- 
ciple is  fundamental  to  practical  morality.  It  is  a  necessary  basis  for 
mutual  confidence  between  peoples  and  persons.  But  the  doctrine  of  the 
sanctity  of  treaties  and  contracts  has  also  embraced  as  a  minor  premise 
an  idea  of  permanence  which  is  actually  inimical  to  any  true  idea  of  jus- 
tice in  any  order  where  change  is  of  the  essence.  The  premise  was  rea- 
sonably relevant  in  an  age  when  legal  individuals  were  persons,  when  life 
expectancy  was  briefer  than  today,  and  when  the  dominant  social- 
economic  order  was  agrarian.  Nevertheless,  Plato  had  long  since  shown, 
at  the  opening  of  The  Republic,  that  even  for  the  individual  circum- 
stances might  be  so  changed  as  to  render  inadequate  a  definition  of  justice 
as  the  returning  to  a  man  of  his  own.  That  simple  idea  of  Simonides  which 
Socrates  combatted  was  nevertheless  on  balance  relevant,  mutatis  mu- 
tandis, to  international  relations  at  the  time  of  the  emergence  and  de- 
velopment of  the  European  state  system.  For  it  provided  a  basis  for  the 
stability  of  a  simple  economy.  It  constituted  rough  justice  under  con- 
ditions where  the  rank  and  file  of  mankind  were  on  the  whole  little  af- 
fected by  the  doings  and  disturbances  of  princes.  But  in  this  age  of  ap- 
plied science,  general  involvement  in  politics  and  conspicuous  change 
of  the  scale  and  tempo  of  public  life,  the  doctrine  has  become  irrelevant 
and  burdensome.  Its  inadequacy  is  demonstrated  by  the  impossible  posi- 
tion of  small  states  in  the  present-day  world,  where  they  survive  by 
the  tolerance  or  through  the  balancings  of  their  great  neighbors.  It  is 
revealed  by  the  great  diflSculties  of  effective  maintenance  of  the  Euro- 
pean nation-states  system  in  general. 
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The  static  rigidity  of  sacrosanct  treaties  and  contracts  does  not  today 
insure  that  predictabihty  which  is  the  social  rationale  of  such  sanctity. 
Rather,  in  the  name  of  security  and  honor,  such  a  rigid  system  endeavors 
to  preserve  an  individuahstic  ideology  now  divorced  from  its  proper 
corollary  and  complement,  creative  and  socially  rewarding  risk-taking. 
Its  actual  consequence  is  to  assure  insecurity  through  inevitable  shocks 
consequent  on  unadaptability.  The  inescapability  of  changed  conditions, 
relations,  and  needs  renders  its  attempted  permanent  vesting  of  inter- 
ests and  its  defense  of  once-established  status  as  dishonorable  as  it  is 
inexpedient. 

While  treaties  are  in  our  time  often  denounced  and  terminated,  there 
has  been  a  major  failure  to  provide  workable  techniques  for  revisions 
and  readjustments  in  most  of  the  basic  agreements  between  nations.  This 
failure  is  due  in  part  to  inadequacies  in  institutional  machinery.  It  is 
due  even  more  to  inadequate  understanding  of  the  actual  relationships 
between  states  and  to  inappropriate  concepts  for  the  conduct  of  in- 
ternational relations.  Today  the  United  States  has  a  real  obligation,  as  it 
has  the  opportunity,  to  take  a  lead  in  overcoming  these  deficiencies  in 
order  to  further  effectively  its  own  international  interest.  Yet  its  doc- 
trine of  the  sanctity  of  agreements  stands  in  the  way.  That  doctrine  is 
buttressed  by  a  literalism  and  legalistic  rigidity  which  stems  from  the 
needs  of  business  faith  and  from  a  misapplication  of  ideas  of  risk-taking 
and  bankruptcy. 

Disputes  over  what  constitutes  good  faith  in  relation  to  currency 
and  credit  have,  indeed,  run  like  a  clear  thread  through  American  his- 
tory. At  least  one  segment  of  our  society  has,  from  Colonial  days,  seen 
the  inadequacy  and  injustice  under  changing  conditions  of  a  rigid, 
"sound"  currency.  But  the  implications  for  all  business  arrangements 
have  still  not  been  fully  drawn.  Far  less  have  they  been  generally  ac- 
cepted. Indeed,  despite  considerable  contemporary  indignation,  John 
Marshall's  extreme  insistence  on  the  sanctity  and  unchangeability  of 
contracts  has  received  and  continues  to  receive  a  widespread  and  largely 
unconscious  acceptance  as  it  is  applied  to  business  affairs.  Today  it  has 
also  become  part  of  the  more  general  individualistic  and  legalistic  cli- 
mate of  opinion  within  which  we  function  both  in  domestic  and  in 
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international  affairs.  It  has  buttressed  our  conviction  of  the  sanctity 
of  treaties  and  international  obHgations  and  has,  in  some  sort,  become 
identified  with  it. 

Nevertheless,  men  have  in  their  private  economic  affairs  refused  to 
accept  such  dogma  as  binding,  where  the  consequence  was  widespread 
ruin.  Their  unwiUingness  was  clearly  revealed,  for  instance,  during  the 
great  depression,  when  Midwestern  farmers  frustrated  attempted  fore- 
closures. Yet,  for  all  the  pragmatism  and  sociological  realism  which  in- 
forms modern  American  legal  thought,  men's  actual  behaviors  and  the 
practical  folly  of  pushing  dogma  to  disastrous  conclusions  have  brought 
no  change  in  our  myth  or  in  the  political-economic  stereotypes  by  which 
we  so  largely  conduct  our  affairs.  Indeed,  while  much  of  the  current 
criticism  of  pubhc  borrowing  and  expenditure  no  doubt  rests  on  proper 
fears  of  inflation,  the  resentment  at  a  fifty-cent  dollar  is  to  a  considerable 
degree  based  on  a  feeling  that  money  ought  not,  whatever  the  cir- 
cumstances, to  change  its  value.  Men  are  entitled  to  receive  what  they 
contracted  for.  But  because  of  symbol  thinking,  the  logical  inference 
that  it  is  necessary  to  revise  contracts  when  inescapable  changes  in 
conditions  prevent  a  constant  currency  is  not  drawn.  Irving  Fisher's 
old  proposal  of  a  wholesale  price  change  index  as  a  basis  for  long-term 
contracts  has  never  been  accepted.  The  refusal  is  partly  due  to  the  seem- 
ing threat  to  the  dogma  of  contractual  sanctity. 

Our  legal  thinking  remains,  in  short,  dominantly  individualistic  and 
static.  Yet  the  results  of  its  apphcation  to  a  society  of  corporate  groups 
and  to  a  world  of  nations  which,  in  the  main,  do  not  die,  but  whose 
relations  and  circumstances  constantly  change,  make  clear  the  need 
for  a  new  public  law  divorced  from  individualistic  legalisms.  In  cer- 
tain areas  of  domestic  policy,  we  are  already  approaching  a  different 
viewpoint,  as  voluntary  reopening  by  employers  of  labor  contracts, 
where  no  clause  necessitates  such  action,  readily  reveals.  Commission 
regulation,  as  well  as  much  of  the  general  procedure  of  administrative 
law,  indicates  similar  trends.  All  of  these  adaptive  procedures,  it  may 
be  noted,  take  place  under  concepts  of  a  social  interest  as  the  true 
national  interest.  They  properly  involve  a  rejection  of  statism  as  the 
state  personified  and  individualized.  They  involve  Hkewise  a  rejection 
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of  absolute  individualism,  which  makes  the  legal  person  a  microcosmic 
state.  Similarly,  they  escape  that  curious  position  which  characterized 
early  constitutionalism  on  individualist  premises,  whereby  the  state  be- 
came itself  a  warrant  for  individual  imperialism  through  its  guarantee- 
ing of  near-absolute  rights. 

Unfortunately,  in  the  realm  of  American  international  relations  the 
ancient  dogmas  continue  to  inspire  politics.  They  constitute  limits  on 
policy  and  hindrances  to  the  effective  implementation  of  newer  in- 
sights by  those  whose  experience  reveals  the  evils  of  intransigent  rigidity. 
In  that  area,  what  Thurman  Arnold  properly  called  the  "folklore  of 
capitalism"  continues  to  enjoy  an  anachronistic  heyday. 

There  legalism  is  indeed  buttressed  by  the  whole  American  constitu- 
tional system.  It  has  often  been  remarked  that,  once  questions  of  social 
policy  reach  the  level  of  possible  public  action  through  law,  they  tend 
to  be  debated  on  the  grounds  of  probable  finding  of  consonance  or 
otherwise  with  the  Constitution,  rather  than  of  ethics  or  of  expediency. 
While  that  difficulty  still  besets  us  in  the  conduct  of  our  internal  af- 
fairs, where  we  alone  are  the  parties  involved,  we  have  discovered  means 
to  circumvent  the  embarrassments  arising  from  our  formal  devotion. 
To  that  end  we  have  used  the  pohtics  of  legislation,  amply  endowed  with 
legal  talent;  the  politics  of  judicial  appointment;  and  the  politics  of  the 
highest  level  of  the  judiciary,  the  Supreme  Court,  which  may  not  indeed 
follow  but  does  not  utterly  neglect  the  election  returns.  But  in  our 
dealings  with  foreign  affairs,  a  like  accommodation  has  not  occurred. 
There  we  are  inexperienced  in  leadership,  and  analogous  institutions  and 
political  practices  remain  at  best  in  embryo.  Consequently  our  con- 
stitutionalist legalism  in  dealing  with  public  issues  buttresses  our  legal- 
ism in  construing  private  commitments  and  rights.  It  thereby  gets  in 
the  way  of  an  expediential  morality  of  adjustment  and  concession  serv- 
iceable to  our  international  interest  and  creative  of  good  will  and  under- 
standing. 

Hitherto  we  have  not  learned  the  fundamental  lesson  which  Edmund 
Burke  endeavored  to  teach  England  in  the  hope  that  the  American 
Colonies  might  be  kept  within  the  empire,  namely,  that  legal  rights  are 
often  political  and  moral  wrongs.  For  they  do  disservice  to  real  inter- 
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ests.  Hence  legalistic  concepts  become  the  enemies  of  statesmanship, 
where  they  should  be  its  supports.  Great  Britain  learned  the  lesson.  She 
was  no  doubt  aided  by  the  absence  of  a  written  constitution,  since  in 
the  realm  of  external  relations  such  a  constitution  facilitates  rigidity. 
In  its  imperial  policies  England  has  moved  from  a  legalism  which  dis- 
rupts to  a  mysticism  which  preserves.  In  the  conduct  of  foreign  rela- 
tions that  country  has  avoided  the  inconveniences  of  unadaptive  princi- 
ple. As  a  consequence,  it  has  suffered  bad  reputation  but  has  achieved 
good  results.  We  have  yet  to  learn  the  obvious  lesson.  Our  lasting  success 
as  leader  of  the  West  and  of  the  world  depends  on  our  learning  it  rapidly. 
For  it  is  fundamental  to  the  effective  development  of  coherence  be- 
tween our  internal  and  our  international  policies.  It  is  vital  to  a  sound 
and  effective  defense  of  this  nation's  interest  as  a  democratic  political 
society,  determined  to  avoid  the  statist  way. 


IV 

Hindrances  to  policy: 
Nationalistic  self-interest 
and  power  politics 

^ 


The  two  historic  hindrances  to  an  effective  American  foreign  policy, 
isolationism  and  individualism,  were  dissimilar  both  in  ethos  and  in 
genesis.  Today  they  paradoxically  tend  to  make  common  cause  as  sub- 
ordinate supports  for  a  viewpoint  inherited  from  Europe,  and  funda- 
mentally inimical  alike  to  our  tradition  and  to  our  moral  purpose  in 
the  world. 

Individualism,  which  is  so  deep  and  lasting  an  element  in  our  thought 
patterns  and  in  the  practice  of  our  society,  is  basically,  and  al- 
most by  definition,  antistatist.  It  was  begotten  and  brought  to  these 
shores  as  a  protest  against  that  corruption  of  the  Reformation  which 
made  the  ruler  of  the  state  the  selector  and  head  of  its  estabHshed 
and  monopolizing  religion.  It  was  given  further  breeding  and  broad- 
ening here  as  protest  against  religious  dogma  imposed  as  social  disci- 
pline and  enforced  by  the  public  authority  of  a  self-appointed  and  co- 
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opting  aristocracy  which  deemed  itself  elect.  It  developed  as  a  secular 
political  philosophy  of  protest  against  executive  arbitrariness,  and  then 
against  all  distant  and  uncomprehending  government,  executive  or 
legislative.  It  became  in  due  course  a  plea  for  free  venturing  and  cre- 
ative use  of  energies  in  the  social-economic  realm,  whereby  men  might 
improve  their  lot  through  the  opportunities  offered  by  an  open  frontier 
and  untouched  resources.  Finally,  and  most  generally,  it  was  trans- 
formed into  their  right  to  freedom  of  movement  and  action  through- 
out the  world,  unrestrained  by  their  own  or  by  other  governments. 
The  view  that  it  was  the  sufficient  obligation  of  our  government  as 
maker  of  foreign  policy  to  protect  and  further  that  claim  in  due 
course  constituted  a  hindrance  to  American  effectiveness  as  a  moral 
leader  in  the  world.  It  became  a  threat  to  our  own  economic  well-being 
at  home,  and  a  source  of  insecurity  in  our  international  relations,  eco- 
nomic and  poUtical. 


Individualism,  isolationism,  and  national  interest 

Individualism  as  freedom  to  venture  abroad  is  today  no  adequate  basis 
for  foreign  policy.  For  effective  pursuit  of  our  purposes  necessitates 
coherent  and  positive  action  by  government  as  protector  and  promoter 
of  the  interests  of  the  nation  as  a  broadly  social,  rather  than  a  narrowly 
political,  order.  Nevertheless,  some  modern  individualists  have  become 
friends  of  a  foreign  policy  which  is  at  once  nationalistic  and  isolation- 
ist. They  are  aware  that,  quite  apart  from  any  interventions  with  their 
enterprise  abroad  by  the  American  government,  the  attitudes  and  poli- 
cies of  other  governments  do  not  permit  them  a  free  hand  or  free  trade, 
nor  give  them  any  assurance  of  subsequent  noninterference  even  when 
they  have  been  permitted  to  venture.  Their  defense  of  individualism  as  a 
basis  for  foreign  policy  has  become  largely  negative,  an  attempt  to 
prevent  governmental  use  of  national  resources  for  international  pur- 
poses. That  stand  is  essentially  a  part  of  their  more  fundamental  pur- 
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pose,  to  protect  or  restore  a  system  of  pure  free  enterprise  at  home. 
For  they  are  convinced  that  the  social  welfare  state  necessarily  leads 
to  centralization  of  power  in  the  hands  of  the  federal  government,  to 
state  socialism,  and  at  last  to  total  statism.  They  are  completely  un- 
aware that,  as  public  welfare  government,  it  may  constitute  the  one 
available  road  to  the  avoidance  of  statism  after  the  European  pattern. 
Hence  they  attack  its  bureaucracy,  its  social  welfare  program,  and  its 
taxation  in  the  name  of  freedom  of  enterprise  and  of  effective  oppor- 
tunities for  private  capital  accumulation  and  investment.  By  a  like 
token,  they  indict  its  foreign  policy,  and  in  particular  its  participation 
as  leader  and  chief  financial  backer  of  reconstruction  in  Europe  and  of 
assistance  in  the  development  of  backward  countries.  They  view  such 
undertakings,  in  large  measure  correctly,  as  an  extension  of  the  social 
welfare  philosophy.  They  see  that  extension  as  a  further  burden  on  the 
taxpayer,  a  further  draining  of  funds  otherwise  available  for  enterprise, 
a  further  strengthening  of  the  stranglehold  of  government  over  society, 
and  a  most  sinister  exploitation  of  ideahsm  in  the  service  of  statism. 
Such  undertakings  are  peculiarly  bad  since  the  beneficiaries  are  for- 
eigners, not  their  fellow  citizens.  The  latter,  in  a  futile  effort  to  help 
others  to  economic  well-being  as  a  basis  for  freedom,  themselves  become 
enslaved.  In  the  name  of  individualism  at  home,  therefore,  the  critics 
urge  the  need  for  withdrawal  of  public  aid  to  peoples  abroad.  In  this 
respect  they  support  isolationism.  They  proclaim  an  exclusive  national 
interest,  to  be  secured  by  the  power  and  wealth  of  an  internal  economy 
freed  from  government,  and  for  enterprise. 

Such  individualist  isolationists  are  necessarily  aware  of  bipolar  ten- 
sion. Indeed,  more  than  others  they  are  frantically  fearful  of  Russian 
aggression  against  this  nation  and  of  attack  on  its  cities  and  industries. 
They  therefore  urge  the  need  for  a  strong  defense  to  repel  and  defeat 
aggression  by  air  and  to  deliver  counterblows  in  the  same  medium. 
They  question  whether  a  Europe  unwilling  or  unable  on  its  own  to 
defend  itself  from  Russian  attack  by  land  would  be  any  more  willing 
to  do  so  by  reason  of  our  subsidizing  its  forces.  Given  such  unwill- 
ingness, the  increased  ability  we  had  provided  would  either  be  lost  to 
us  or  would  become  a  source  of  strength  against  us.  They  are,  more- 
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over,  convinced  that  to  send  over  American  ground  forces  to  fight 
a  Russian  invader  of  Western  Europe  would  be  absurd.  Even  were  the 
logistics  problem  capable  of  solution,  the  requisite  forces  would  either 
arrive  too  late  or  would  in  the  best  of  cases  suffer  quite  disproportionate 
losses.  Whether  there  would  be  any  long-term  gains  from  their  ulti- 
mate triumph  is  in  any  case  doubtful.  Meanwhile,  the  nation  would 
be  continuously  under  arms.  Young  men's  normal  lives  and  careers 
would  have  to  be  interrupted  for  an  indefinite  period  to  come.  Our 
economy  could  not  be  freed  from  government  interventions.  The  tax 
burden  would  be  overwhelming  and  beyond  reduction.  A  large  air 
force,  capable  of  defense  and  counterattack,  is  the  cheapest  insurance 
of  American  security.  It  also  involves  minimum  interference  at  once 
with  individual  Uves  and  with  the  individualist  economy. 

As  noted  earlier,  many  supporters  of  this  individualist  and  isolation- 
ist doctrine  have  taken  a  position  in  relation  to  the  Far  East  which  is 
seemingly  inconsistent  with  their  philosophy.  Yet  the  inconsistency  is 
more  apparent  than  real.  In  Western  Europe  most  established  govern- 
ments appear  potentially  capable  of  resistance  against  possible  Russian 
aggression  if  they  had  the  will.  But  their  peoples  give  evidence  of  some 
uncertainty  in  allegiance  to  their  present  institutions.  In  any  event, 
the  regimes  seem  destined  to  tend  towards  socialism  and  the  abandon- 
ment of  the  individualistic  way.  Moreover,  in  Europe  our  thorough 
participation  in  an  all-out  land  war  is  by  precedent  a  possible  adventure. 
In  Asia,  on  the  other  hand,  and  specifically  in  China,  the  situation  is  far 
different.  Communism,  the  most  extreme  form  of  statism,  and  our 
avowed  enemy,  has  established  itself  in  China  by  Russian-aided  revo- 
lution against  a  de  jure  government.  The  nationalist  government  of 
Chiang  Kai-Shek,  in  exile  but  established  in  Formosa,  has  a  will  to 
counterrevolution  but  little  other  interest  or  hope.  Despite  America's 
leading  part  in  the  Korean  war,  whose  initiation  and  conduct  most  of 
the  isolationist  group  deplored,  there  is  little  realistic  possibility  of  our 
total  involvement  in  an  all-out  land  war  in  China  and  Eastern  Russia, 
as  there  are  no  precedents.  Hence  aid  to  Chiang  is  support  of  one  who, 
if  not  a  committed  supporter  of  individualism,  is  at  least  a  convinced 
opponent  of  its  arch-enemy.  It  can  be  given  without  any  real  pros- 
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pect  of  our  own  general  military  involvement,  and  it  is  directed  against 
an  advancing  enemy.  The  costs  are  limited.  The  poHcy  complements 
the  idea  of  isolation  and  air  defense.  Indeed  Chiang  is  in  that  area  the 
loose  equivalent  of  such  defense. 

Nevertheless,  such  an  attitude  towards  American  concerns  in  the 
Far  East  is  not  a  policy  of  pure  isolationism  at  the  present  time.  It  is, 
however,  consistent  with  ultimate  American  withdrawal  from  all  for- 
eign commitments.  It  buttresses  the  search  for  an  American  way  of 
life  which  is  for  ourselves  alone  and  not  for  export.  Such  a  life  is  to  be 
lived  while  necessary  under  the  protective  umbrella  of  a  vast  and 
specialized  defensive  air  force,  whose  shadow  is  security.  The  theme, 
in  any  event,  is  the  vital  importance  of  restoring  and  preserving  an 
individualist  capitalism  at  home.  To  that  end  it  is  necessary  to  diminish 
the  actual  scope  of  activities  by  the  federal  government.  This  purpose 
can  be  partially  accomplished  by  removing  a  major  justification  for  its 
broad  functioning  and  imposed  controls  through  abandonment  of  those 
foreign  policies  which  render  such  activities  clearly  necessary. 

The  securing  of  individualism  requires,  then,  an  ideal  of  isolation,  a 
present  policy  of  using  buffers  where  possible  and  profitable  to  insulate 
ourselves  by  limited  commitments  of  resources  and  withdrawal  or  re- 
fusal of  armed  aid,  and  by  an  abandonment  of  the  right  of  private 
venturing  abroad.  Nevertheless  some  of  the  supporters  of  this  type 
of  policy  regard  it,  not  as  the  path  to  Shangri-La  isolationism,  but  as 
a  temporary  measure  to  live  out  the  storm.  They  hope  and  believe  that 
a  manifest  unconcern  with  the  world's  problems  on  the  part  of  Amer- 
ica will  rob  the  U.S.S.R.  of  its  fears  of  American  aggression,  and  will 
in  any  event  diminish  the  force  of  its  propaganda  against  us  elsewhere, 
as  would-be  imperialists.  Their  theory  is  that  a  narrow  self-interest  on 
our  part  will  not  promote  an  aggressive  alliance  by  the  rest  of  the 
world  against  us,  motivated  by  envy.  Rather,  it  will  decrease  tensions. 
It  will  strengthen  the  free  world  by  not  forcing  uncommitted  peoples 
to  choose  between  becoming  either  satellites  to  Russia  or  unequal  part- 
ners with  ourselves,  both  of  which  are  resented.  Soviet  Communism, 
with  no  positive  rival,  will  find  its  ideological  imperiaHsm  impotent. 
For  no  country  or  people  would  seek  its  dubious  blessings  and  endure 
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the  shocking  transformation  of  their  established  culture  if  they  con- 
fronted as  an  alternative  the  neutral  enjoyment  of  their  accustomed 
ways.  Once  the  crisis  is  past,  and  the  U.S.S.R.  is  deprived  of  the  op- 
portunity to  avoid  or  ignore  internal  discontents  by  the  plausible  claim 
of  insecurity  for  its  system  through  the  expansion  of  our  own,  it  will 
be  possible  for  us  to  return  to  our  tradition  of  freedom  for  our  busi- 
ness interests  to  venture  at  will  in  the  world.  In  the  long  run  we  shall 
have  avoided  both  statism  at  home  and  a  system  of  international  eco- 
nomic, as  well  as  political,  relations  under  government  control  and 
direction.  The  trend  of  such  internationalism  is  likewise  in  the  long 
run  statist.  Indeed,  it  may  well  lead  towards  a  world  state,  with  grim 
consequences  alike  for  the  American  and  for  other  peoples. 

Whether  the  ultimate  objective  is  isolation  with  internal  free  enter- 
prise or  whether  it  is  a  world  made  safe  for  individualism  thanks  to 
our  minding  our  own  business,  the  proponents  of  the  immediate  policies 
above  described  seem  to  be  in  agreement  that  it  is  improper  for  the 
United  States  to  promote  social  welfare  enterprises  and  governments 
throughout  the  free  world  and  at  American  expense.  Even  the  realiza- 
tion that  national  security  may  depend  on  positive  international  security 
does  not  warrant  such  a  course.  Nevertheless,  these  critics  recognize 
that  for  some  time  to  come  individual  venturings  abroad  must  be  cur- 
tailed or  abandoned.  They  grant  the  concession  the  more  readily  since 
the  attitudes  of  other  governments  make  such  venturings  generally 
impractical  on  the  normal  calculations  of  business  risk.  They  insist, 
however,  that  statist  economies  abroad  are  buttressed  or  encouraged 
by  our  own  present  policies.  For  the  moment,  in  any  event,  a  tem- 
porary and  partial  self-denying  ordinance  by  our  business  world  is  a 
necessary  price  of  a  lasting  restoration  of  individualism.  Finally,  they 
are  agreed  that  it  is  proper  for  our  own  government  to  make  loans  to 
other  governments  for  specific  purposes  according  to  their  credit,  and 
for  us  to  assume  the  role  of  a  prudent  investment  banker,  wherever 
other  powers  show  promise  of  self -protection,  of  service  to  the  indi- 
vidualist and  American  interest  in  resistance  to  Russia,  and  of  good 
business  faith.  Such  public  enterprise  is  necessary  by  reason  of  the 
present  condition  of  the  world.  It  is  not  social  welfare  statism,  since 
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it  strictly  follows  the  motivations  of  individualism.  Only  in  technique 
is  it  a  departure  from  the  long-Uved  practice  of  government  guaran- 
teed loans,  which  are  part  of  the  modern  individualist  pattern. 

In  its  pure  forms,  this  whole  viewpoint  is  clearly  recessive  today.  Its 
lack  of  broad  appeal  was  most  obviously  revealed  at  the  1952  party 
conventions  in  the  planks  of  both  parties  and  by  the  selection  of  candi- 
dates committed  to  more  positive  and  participating  foreign  policies. 
The  outcome  of  those  decisions  is  not  necessarily  a  bipartisan  foreign 
policy.  Indeed,  such  political  behavior  is  unlikely,  as  it  is  undesirable, 
if  by  bipartisanship  is  meant  absence  of  criticism  and  of  dissent  on 
specific  actions.  But  bipartisanship  in  the  Vandenberg  sense,  more 
properly  to  be  designated  non-partisanship,  is  to  a  large  degree  a  present 
fact.  Its  reality  does  not,  however,  betoken  a  refusal  to  the  isolationist 
minority  of  the  right  of  criticism  and  dissent.  For  to  Vandenberg,  bi- 
partisan policy  meant  that  government  should  provide  the  opposition 
with  information  necessary  to  enlightened  and  informed  discussion  of 
real  issues.  It  meant  consultation  between  leaders  of  both  parties  and 
with  State  Department  officials  in  order  to  prevent  false  or  merely 
partisan  conflicts.  It  meant  an  attempt  to  achieve  a  united  national 
stand  where  American  interests  created  a  common  cause  which  tran- 
scended party  differences.  It  meant  the  deliberate  acceptance  of  an 
underlying  consensus  as  to  our  leadership  and  responsibility  in  the 
world. 

Today  individualistic  isolationism  is  increasingly  impotent  by  itself 
alone.  But  it  is  also  a  special  formulation,  plausibly  rooted  in  Ameri- 
can tradition,  of  a  broader  and  different  attitude  towards  international 
relations  which  derives  from  the  European  nation-state  system.  That 
attitude  has  been  re-stated  to  fit  the  superficial  facts  and  the  surface 
patterns  of  American  pohtical  life.  This  broader  concept  goes  under 
the  name  of  national  interest.  It  is  ultimately  inconsistent  with  Ameri- 
can individualism,  as  respect  for  personality,  and  with  our  long-lived 
social  pluralism.  For  it  grounds  national  interest  in  the  claimed  reality 
of  power  politics,  as  that  phrase  is  commonly  understood.  The  resultant 
philosophy,  which  also  has  many  adherents  in  the  anti-isolationist  camp, 
appeals  to  an  American  prejudice  in  favor  of  hard-headed  realism  and 
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of  practicality.  It  combats  an  equal  prejudice  in  favor  of  moral  idealism 
by  making  policies  oriented  towards  international  co-operation  and 
American  responsibility  for  Western  leadership  and  the  welfare  of  free 
regimes  elsewhere  appear  impractical,  starry-eyed  idealism.  It  denounces 
such  policies  as  pointless  and  thankless  abandonment  of  the  interests  of 
the  United  States,  without  proportionate  recompense.  In  the  extreme, 
it  accuses  their  proponents  of  disloyalty  and  lack  of  patriotism,  and  in- 
sists that  they  are  persons  who  put  another  interest  above  our  own. 

The  position  gains  plausibility  and  elicits  an  almost  unthinking 
consent  on  a  review  of  the  pattern  of  liberal  thought  prevalent  above 
all  in  these  United  States,  but  to  a  considerable  extent  also  in  England 
and  Western  Europe,  from  the  Wilson  period  down  to  the  invasion 
of  Poland,  or  even  till  Pearl  Harbor.  It  is  further  buttressed  by  an  ex- 
amination of  actual  policies  and  actions  in  international  affairs  by 
ourselves,  as  also,  again  to  a  lesser  extent,  by  some  of  our  present 
allies.  The  beginning  of  such  attitudes  and  policies  may  conveniently 
be  dated  from  America's  entry  into  the  First  World  War,  with  the 
avowed  objective  of  making  the  world  safe  for  democracy.  That 
undertaking,  far  nobler  in  motive  than  a  later  and  celebrated  moral- 
istic experiment,  ended  in  disillusion  consequent  on  the  postwar  revela- 
tion of  the  motives  and  secret  agreements  of  our  allies;  and  on  their 
subsequent  narrowly  self-interested  conduct.  Indeed,  it  appeared  almost 
irrelevant  as  a  consequence  of  the  actual  failure  of  democracy  to  spread, 
and  its  seeming  propensity  to  contract  its  area  of  effective  operations. 
The  conviction  became  widespread  that  we  had  in  fact  been  dupes.  We 
were  grievously  misled  by  what  was  at  best  a  naive  idealism  and  at 
worst  an  unwarranted  self -righteousness  which  drove  us,  for  all  our 
inexperience  in  European  affairs,  to  play  the  meddling  and  muddling 
busybody.  Wilson  himself  had  been  too  assured  of  his  own  integrity 
and  the  rightness  of  his  purpose.  He  had  proved  incapable  of  calling 
the  bluff  or  firmly  resisting  the  pressure  of  his  Big  Four  colleagues. 
He  had  surrendered  a  genuine  chance  to  attain  America's  professed  war 
aim  by  making  concessions  to  immoral  realism  in  order  to  secure  a 
document  which  he  believed  would  create  a  living  corrective  institu- 
tion. 
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America  did  indeed  fail  to  bring  into  being  a  better  and  more  stable 
world  based  on  moral  principle  and  its  own  lasting  vision.  Neverthe- 
less, it  is  conceivable  that  that  failure  was  not  the  result  of  a  naive 
idealism  and  lack  of  concern  for  our  own  national  interest  in  a  world 
of  national  rivalries  and  hates.  It  may  well  have  been  caused  by  a  need- 
less surrender  to  reaHsm  and  a  lack  of  sure  commitment  to  principled 
integrity.  Conceivably  our  failure  to  join  the  League  of  Nations  pre- 
vented the  recovery  of  lost  ground  in  the  way  Wilson  had  hoped.  But 
on  such  an  interpretation  our  abstention  becomes  in  the  event  a  proper 
unwillingness  to  endorse  Europe's  realistic  statesmanship,  even  though 
the  motivation  for  refusing  to  join  was  an  equally  narrow  realism  and 
a  more  negativistic  emulation  of  European  policies. 


The  excesses  of  Hberal  internationalism 

Nevertheless,  the  fact  of  the  League,  acceptance  of  the  Wilson  thesis, 
resentment  at  the  little  band  of  stubborn  men,  and  the  actualities  of 
American  power  and  American  interests  in  Europe  combined  to  preserve 
and  to  foster  liberal  idealism  in  international  relations.  So,  too,  did  the 
actual  exposure  of  the  realities  of  European  politics.  The  recognition  of 
those  realities,  especially  when  combined  with  effective  muckraking  of 
the  so-called  merchants  of  death,  begot  moral  resentment  and  a  de- 
termination to  secure  reform.  We  evinced  a  determination  to  be  differ- 
ent by  abandoning  utterly  the  instrumentalities  which  had  led  to  such 
abuses.  Early  in  the  postwar  period,  Americans  sincerely  espoused  the 
erroneous  belief  that  a  good  example  was  as  effective  a  technique  of 
moral  training  in  the  world  of  states  as  it  was  in  the  family  circle. 
That  belief  led  to  the  noble  folly  of  disarmament,  partially  achieved  as 
an  outcome  of  the  Washington  Naval  Conference.  The  results  of  such 
action  did  indeed  convey  an  effective  warning  of  the  dangers  of  mis- 
guided idealism.  They  gave  strong  support  to  the  defenders  of  na- 
tional interest   and  opponents  of  idealism.   Yet  whether  in  the  long 
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run  our  desire  to  set  a  peaceful  example  without  recompense  harmed 
this  country  more  than  the  competitive  search  for  power  of  the  earlier 
"We  "Want  Eight"  campaign  harmed  England  is  surely  open  to  ques- 
tion. The  latter  indulgence  in  competitive  naval  armament  surely 
heightened  Anglo-German  rivalry,  and  helped  create  an  atmosphere 
which  facihtated  the  coming  of  the  First  World  War,  In  any  event, 
our  own  error  was  one  in  means  and  technique  rather  than  in  ob- 
jective. 

The  subsequent  Kellogg  Pact,  for  all  its  nobility  of  aspiration,  re- 
vealed an  equally  misguided  faith  in  the  efficacy  of  resounding  declara- 
tions. For  a  moment  it  deluded  many  persons  into  the  belief  that  lasting 
peace  had  been  attained.  Thereby  it  hampered  rather  than  helped  the 
practical  and  realistic  work  of  statesmen  in  diminishing  specific  ten- 
sions and  in  coping  with  actual  conflicts  of  interest.  More  generally,  in- 
deed, the  liberal  idealists  of  the  inter-war  years  talked  and  behaved  as 
though  public  resolutions,  and  formal  American  adherence  to  inter- 
national institutions  such  as  the  League  and  the  World  Court,  would 
in  themselves  assure  peace.  What  is  more,  they  often  took  the  position 
that  honest  signature  or  adherence  and  a  demonstration  that  the  United 
States  was  unaggressive  by  rendering  it  impotent  for  defense,  yet  alone 
attack,  would  eliminate  envy  of  its  wealth.  Rather,  such  actions  would 
create  a  nobler  envy  of  its  moral  ascendency.  Thereby  they  would  per- 
suade other  nations  to  abandon  their  mutual  suspicions,  their  tradi- 
tional rivalries,  and  their  respective  drives  to  expansion. 

In  the  universities,  a  number  of  student  generations  were  taught  in- 
ternational relations  as  moral  principles  of  world  peace,  the  potential 
splendors  of  the  League,  the  wickedness  of  departure  from  Wilsonian 
doctrines,  the  evils  of  imperialism  and  dollar  diplomacy,  and  the  efficacy 
of  popular  demands  for  a  better  world  and  for  a  change  of  heart. 
Not  infrequently,  too,  they  learned  the  Tightness  of  pacifism,  the 
power  of  nonviolence,  the  uselessness  of  force,  and  the  sinfulness  of 
power  politics,  though  in  this  country  these  teachings  did  not  cul- 
minate in  their  quite  logical  outcome,  the  Oxford  Oath.  Neverthe- 
less, one  of  their  consequences  was  widespread  contempt  for  mihtary 
men  and  a  resentment  at  programs  of  military  training.  Any  talk  of 
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preparedness  was  militarism,  and  so  constituted  a  threat  to  the  peace 
of  the  world  and  to  freedom  at  home.  Happily,  when  the  need  arose, 
these  impressions  proved  powerless  against  experience,  practical  neces- 
sity, and  national  pride  and  allegiance.  Moreover,  moral  hatred  of 
aggressors,  which  was  also  among  the  lessons  learned,  actually  gave 
support  to  war  against  Germany  and  Japan.  Nevertheless,  recognition 
by  our  people  of  the  threat  of  Hitlerism  to  ourselves  came  slowly.  It 
was  a  hard  achievement  of  persuasion  and  experience.  Clearly,  the  views 
prevalent  in  the  thirties  resulted  in  an  initial  unpreparedness  on  our 
part.  When  the  crisis  broke  that  unpreparedness  was  rapidly  offset  by 
reason  of  effective  industrial  organization,  superior  technology,  a  well- 
trained  labor  force,  and  greater  resources.  Yet  needless  sacrifices  and 
losses  were  suffered  in  the  interim. 

Moreover,  doctrines  that  good  will  and  decency  generally  prevailed 
in  the  world,  and  only  needed  strengthening,  created  suspicion  of  any 
attempt  to  organize  our  power  for  defense  and  for  effective  influence 
on  others.  They  likewise  resulted  in  unbelief  in  ambitions  and  philoso- 
phies alien  to  our  ways,  and  in  the  reality  of  evil.  As  a  consequence,  we 
showed  a  pathetic  willingness  to  take  at  face  value  expedient  profes- 
sions of  good  will  or  like-mindedness,  even  when  their  authors  were 
manifestly  unbenevolent  dictators.  Here  again,  we  did  not  stand  alone. 
But  the  sins  of  lack  of  conservative  and  lack  of  liberal  imagination 
undoubtedly  prevented  realism  in  our  dealings  first  with  Hitler's  Ger- 
many, and  then  with  Stalin's  Russia.  Indeed,  the  seeds  of  the  last  error 
were  sown  even  before  Hitler  loomed  on  our  horizon  and  assaulted 
our  consciences.  Our  desire  for  peace  and  good  will  led  us  to  deny  that 
pohtical  philosophies  and  programs  based  on  hate  and  directed  to  in- 
culcating hate  could  be  meant  literally  or  intended  as  bases  for  action. 
We  professed  frank  unbelief  that  Hitler  meant  what  he  said  in  Mein 
Kampf.  For  long  we  ignored  the  real  horrors  perpetrated  by  dictators, 
while  we  laughed  at  their  public  posturings.  We  also  refused  for  a 
considerable  period  to  take  seriously  our  own  colored  shirt  movements, 
or  anti-American  fifth-column  conspiracies.  Many  Americans  accepted 
periodic  Communist  professions  of  shared  purpose  and  common  faith 
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as  sincere.  They  took  as  proof  of  their  genuineness  any  and  every  ex- 
pedient and  temporary  acceptance  of  our  rules  of  the  game. 

In  any  event,  the  whole  story,  too  well  and  sadly  known  to  war- 
rant detailed  repetition,  has  through  the  successive  shocks  of  Hitler- 
ism  and  present-day  Soviet  Communism  led  to  a  serious  discrediting 
of  the  earlier  liberal  dogmas.  It  has  also  brought  many  liberals  of 
that  time  and  place  to  a  belated  repentance.  Unfortunately,  that  re- 
pentance has  played  into  the  hands  of  the  advocates  of  a  policy  of 
furthering  and  protecting  an  exclusive  national  interest  by  means  of 
pressure  backed  by  force.  They  argue  that  the  United  Nations  must 
necessarily  follow  the  path  of  the  League.  Any  genuine  adherence  to 
it,  any  support  of  it,  any  attempt  to  work  through  its  institutions 
beyond  the  demands  of  expediency  and  convenience  from  the  view- 
point of  a  purely  American  interest,  lead  to  betrayal  of  this  country's 
real  interests.  Such  policies  sacrifice  our  own  well-being  in  the  service 
of  internationalism,  which,  their  opponents  maintain,  is  still  today  as 
naive  and  futile  an  aspiration  as  it  proved  formerly.  In  support  of  that 
contention,  they  instance  the  horrible  wranglings  in  United  Nations 
meetings,  which  provide  an  international  sounding  board  for  Soviet  prop- 
aganda, and  the  extraordinary  difficulties  confronted  in  circumventing 
the  Soviet  use  of  the  veto.  The  more  extreme  among  them  urge  that 
without  the  incubus  of  the  United  Nations  we  could  readily  have 
protected  our  interests  and  made  expedient  agreements  with  other 
powers,  who  for  the  moment  had  parallel  interests.  We  could  have 
avoided  needless  delays  and  wastes  of  energy  which  resulted  from  pub- 
lic international  debate.  We  could  have  avoided  lasting  commitments 
which  tie  our  hands  and  hamper  our  actions.  Such  critics  conveniently 
forget  that  we  ourselves  supported,  and  indeed  cosponsored,  the  veto 
in  the  name  of  protection  of  national  interest  against  a  possible  gang- 
ing up  against  us  by  other  powers. 

Liberal  internationalists  of  the  inter-war  years  tended  also  to  be  friends 
of  the  Soviet  Union.  They  looked  on  its  revolution  as  a  hopeful  search 
for  greater  justice  and  equality  in  the  world.  At  the  very  least  they 
felt  it  was  actually  producing  a  marvellous  advance  towards  the  better- 
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ment  of  the  Russian  peoples  in  comparison  with  their  condition  under 
the  reactionary  Czarist  regime.  Consequently,  they  hopefully  advo- 
cated diplomatic  recognition,  which  was  in  due  course  achieved.  They 
worked  continuously  for  greater  co-operation  between  the  two  na- 
tions, for  more  trade  and  for  greater  cultural  interchange.  They  con- 
sistently urged  tolerance  of  the  Communist  party  in  the  United  States, 
on  the  ground  that  Russia  also  enjoyed,  or  would  progressively  achieve, 
a  free  constitutional  government.  This  whole  attitude,  now  largely 
abandoned,  gives  further  aid  and  comfort  to  the  current  proponents 
of  policies  based  on  exclusive  national  interest.  In  particular,  it  makes 
opposition  or  criticism  by  repentant  Hberals  difficult,  especially  since 
a  small  minority  have  failed  to  repent,  despite  every  warrant  for  dis- 
illusionment. For  the  past  error  is  now  manifest;  as  is  the  error  of  those 
who,  whatever  their  initial  justification  or  excusable  succumbing  to 
deception,  belatedly  continue  to  insist  that  Communism  in  China  is 
an  agrarian  movement  in  ethos  closer  to  the  British  Levellers  and  Dig- 
gers of  the  seventeenth  century  than  to  the  Communist  party  line. 

The  proponents  of  national  interest  argue,  and  the  repentant  fear, 
that  past  errors  may  be  repeated.  Aspiration  to  the  achievement  of  a 
better  world  by  means  of  policies  based  on  good  will  appears  folly.  It 
is  futile  to  regard  international  organization  as  anything  more  than  an 
extension  of  conventional  techniques  of  diplomacy  or  a  convenient 
locus  for  their  exercise.  For  the  peaceful  and  collaborative  professions 
of  others  are  never  to  be  trusted,  and  cannot  be  demonstrated.  They 
are  temporarily  useful  weapons  in  the  service  of  purely  selfish  national 
interests  and  ambitions.  For  the  United  States  to  profess  and  pursue  a 
wider  and  nobler  goal  than  others  are  prepared  to  seek  and  further 
is  voluntarily  to  burden  itself  with  a  debilitating  source  of  relative 
weakness.  Indeed,  our  best  course,  and  our  greatest  contribution  to 
human  welfare,  is  to  emulate  the  rest  of  the  world  and  to  look  to  our 
own  interests.  Our  sole  responsibilities  are  to  husband  and  increase 
America's  wealth;  to  protect  and  cherish  its  freedom;  and  to  develop 
and  enjoy  its  own  peculiar  culture. 

The  sins  of  liberal  internationalists  prior  to  World  War  II  are  in 
retrospect  clear  enough.  In  the  name  of  idealism,  such  seekers  for  a 
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better  world  were  in  truth  Utopian.  They  did  not  indeed  deny  evils  in 
the  past  practice  of  governments  and  interest  groups.  Rather,  they 
tended  to  overemphasize  the  sinister  motives  of  those  then  in  power. 
Nevertheless,  in  dealing  with  immediate  international  problems,  they 
were  all  too  ready  to  take  professions  of  good  intent  for  accomplish- 
ment, or  for  guarantees  of  future  accomplishment  and  proofs  of 
change  of  heart.  Proclaimed  or  intended  goodness  on  the  part  of  other 
governments  rendered  force  unnecessary,  and  so  warranted  our  own 
abandonment  of  the  means  to  apply  it.  Liberal  utopianism  thus  became 
a  theory  and  practice  for  the  present.  It  was  not  simply  a  matter  of 
belief  in  the  possibiHty  that  a  perfected  world  society  could  be  attained 
at  some  future  date.  The  internationalists  queerly  combined  together 
the  incantations  of  Coue  and  a  distorted  vulgarization  of  the  "as  if" 
philosophy  of  Hans  Vaihinger:  they  preached,  and  where  able  prac- 
ticed, the  view  that  to  behave  as  if  men  and  nations  were  ideally  good 
and  sinless  would  rapidly  make  that  vain  assumption  actual  fact. 

They  were  no  doubt  right  to  take  the  position  that  force  is  in  the 
spiritual  realm  irrelevant  and  incompetent,  as  in  the  moral  realm  it  is 
ultimately  evil.  In  this  sense  they  were  morally  superior  and  analytically 
correct  as  against  those  who  proclaimed  that  force  was  good  in  itself; 
or  asserted,  more  modestly,  yet  even  more  dangerously,  that  it  was  in- 
different. Force  may  be  used  to  succor  the  practice  and  the  practition- 
ers of  morality.  But  its  necessity  is  evidence  of  evil  in  the  world.  Its 
employment,  however  necessary,  is  an  inescapable  limitation  on  the 
attainment  of  perfect  good  and  a  sure  evidence  of  its  absence.  That 
realization,  indeed,  was  one  of  the  great  insights  of  Christian  teaching 
in  the  political  realm  from  St.  Augustine  on.  It  was  at  the  root  of  the 
medieval  Two  Powers  doctrine,  in  its  heyday  so  brilliantly  devised  to 
prevent  abuse  of  power  through  lack  of  humility.  By  very  reason  of 
its  nature  and  purpose,  the  Church  could  not  use  physical  force.  Yet 
for  his  earthly  ordering,  finite  and  sinful  man  had  to  do  so.  The  state 
was  always  inferior,  external,  and  instrumental  because  force  was  its 
ultimate  and  proper  means.  Yet  it  was  a  necessary  institution  for  man's 
material  and  moral  welfare.  It  was  therefore  justified  in  its  works  in- 
sofar as  its  force  was  employed  in  the  service  of  moral  good.  It  had 
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a  duty  to  use  force.  Yet  it  was  thereby  inescapably  contaminated  and 
debarred  from  perfection,  as  men  in  earthly  society  were  debarred 
from  perfection.  The  liberal  internationalists,  correct  in  their  search 
for  world  law  and  in  their  view  as  to  the  character  of  force,  totally 
forgot  or  ignored  this  whole  teaching.  They  were  in  error  as  to  the 
possibilities  of  man's  earthly  accomplishment.  They  confused  a  rational 
end  with  practical  achievement.  They  did  not  see  that  their  ethic  was, 
as  Reinhold  Niebuhr  characterized  Christian  ethics,  an  impossible  pos- 
sibility. 

That  failure  had  disastrous  consequences  when  translated  into  policy. 
It  has  by  reaction  given  aid  and  comfort  to  the  proponents  of  doc- 
trines of  exclusive  national  interest  and  power  politics.  It  has  done  so 
not  least  by  the  defection  to  the  realist  camp  of  many  liberal  inter- 
nationalists who  are  aware  of  the  errors  of  the  past  and  of  a  conse- 
quent skirting  of  disaster,  but  are  yet  not  fully  clear  as  to  the  nature 
of  those  errors.  In  essence,  the  ethical  failure  through  misguided  op- 
timism was  also  a  failure  of  historical  insight.  The  search  for  an  order 
of  world  law,  founded  on  principle  and  sanctioned  by  force,  was  and 
is  a  reasonable  quest.  But  human  nature  abhors  a  social  vacuum:  it  is 
necessary  to  maintain  and  further  existing  constitutional  regimes  in 
order  to  avoid  the  rule  of  arbitrary  power  based  on  force  alone.  Only 
through  principled  power  backed  by  force  is  it  possible  to  create  a 
better,  a  wider,  and  a  more  uniform  world  law.  To  abandon  present 
imperfect  institutions  in  the  name  of  aspiration  to  a  more  far-reaching 
and  morally  better  system  is  practically  and  morally  erroneous.  For 
the  result  is  emptiness  first;  and  then,  through  privation  of  available 
goods,  the  reign  of  evil. 

Yet  many  internationalists  argued  that  a  prerequisite  to  world-wide 
law  and  order  was  abandonment  by  nations  of  concern  for  their  par- 
ticular interests.  For  such  concern  is  inherently  selfish,  biased,  and  cor- 
rupt. It  is  therefore  incompatible  with  justice.  In  plain  truth,  how- 
ever, man  is  a  creature  of  interests.  His  life  is  built  on  local  attach- 
ments, particular  experiences,  and  specific  aspirations.  The  relativity 
of  his  position  does  limit  his  vision  and  his  understanding.  It  is  in  an  im- 
mediate sense  the  basis  of  what  theologians  call  his  proneness  to  sin. 
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But  it  is  also  the  fulcrum  of  his  action.  By  the  use  of  reason  he  may 
indeed  broaden  his  horizons,  perceive  and  pursue  a  universal  good,  and 
attain  some  degree  of  disinterestedness.  Yet  he  cannot  utterly  emanci- 
pate himself  from  the  biases  of  place,  time,  and  heritage.  Moreover, 
should  he  reject  his  particular  and  local  goods  and  attachments  he 
achieves  only  a  new  bias,  and  in  the  process  destroys  his  leverage  for 
effective  action  towards  a  better  condition  of  man.  To  maintain  exist- 
ing law  and  order  and  to  have  a  decent  respect  for  his  own  and  his  na- 
tion's interest  is  a  precondition  to  extending  the  one  and  broadening 
the  other.  By  such  means  alone  may  the  particular  interests  of  different 
peoples  be  reconciled,  and  the  common  good  of  humanity  at  large  be 
increasingly  achieved. 

The  doctrine  that  a  dynamic  but  gradual  harmonization  of  interests 
is  the  only  path  to  international  betterment  is  opposed  both  to  utopian- 
ism  and  to  a  merely  selfish  pursuit  of  national  interest  through  power 
politics.  Indeed,  advocates  of  the  latter  course  gain  appeal  and  com- 
mand consent  by  reason  of  the  manifest  errors  of  a  misguided  utopian- 
ism  which  denies  the  value  and  the  inescapability  of  national  interest 
and  rejects  the  utility  and  usability  of  generated  power.  A  nation  has 
interests,  even  though  its  people,  a  majority  for  the  moment  dominant, 
the  statesmen  who  speak  and  act  for  it,  or  powerful  interests  within 
it  may  misinterpret  what  will  in  fact  best  serve  those  interests.  Inter- 
preters of  the  national  interest  may  in  the  event  prove  wrong,  even 
though  their  interpretations  rested  on  an  honest  intent  to  serve  it.  Their 
judgment  may  be  bad.  Subsequent  developments,  genuinely  unpredict- 
able at  the  time,  may  cause  policies  which  appeared  serviceable  to  re- 
sult in  actual  harm. 

Normally,  too,  a  nation  will  pursue  its  supposed  or  felt  interests. 
Even  the  view  that  a  nation  ought  not  to  be  concerned  with  its  pe- 
culiar interests  is  presumably  conceived  as  being  the  real  moral  in- 
terest of  its  people,  though  such  a  teaching  rests  on  inadequate  ethics 
and  does  disservice  to  moral  as  well  as  practical  interests.  Though 
Utopians  may  seek  for  what  is  in  truth  powerlessness  in  the  name  of 
pure  moral  principle  unbacked  by  any  sanction  save  its  own  appeal  and 
consequent   potency,   politics   is    always    and   necessarily   a    matter   of 
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power.  While  conviction,  habit,  and  interest  can  generate  and  husband 
power,  its  secure  preservation  rests  ultimately  on  the  availability  of 
force,  actual  or  potential.  To  talk  of  powerless  politics  would  be  a  plain 
contradiction  in  terms.  Hence,  the  concepts  of  national  interest  and 
power  politics  properly  command  an  immediate  consent  as  facts  of 
public  life.  The  combatting  of  teachings  supposedly  grounded  in  recog- 
nition of  those  facts  and  using  those  terms  becomes  peculiarly  difficult, 
since  opposition  seems  on  its  face  to  involve  error  and  reveal  idiocy. 


The  perversion  of  nationalism 

Unfortunately,  the  contemporary  defense  of  these  concepts  too  fre- 
quently rests  on  a  position  as  extreme  as  Utopian  internationalism  or 
universalism.  Likewise,  it  leads  to  courses  of  action  at  least  as  dele- 
terious to  the  long-run  interests  of  the  nation,  and  even  more  harmful 
to  humanity  at  large.  It  rests  on  a  static  view  of  history.  It  denies  the 
relevance  of  moral  aspiration.  It  insists  that  the  relations  of  peoples 
are  not  informed,  and  cannot  be  informed,  by  morality  as  a  sustained 
mutual  interest.  The  nation-state  is  a  permanent  fact.  Its  nature  does 
not  change,  though  individual  nations  may  change  their  interests,  old 
nations  may  disappear,  and  new  ones  arise.  Each  nation  developed  sepa- 
rately; each  remains  separate;  each  has  interests  different  from  all 
others;  each  pursues,  or  ought  to  pursue,  those  interests  regardless  of 
others,  or  in  opposition  to  them;  each  has,  or  can  generate,  a  certain 
power  whose  basis  is  force;  each  has  an  obligation  to  generate  and  use 
that  power  to  the  maximum.  Success  in  that  venture  is  the  only  meas- 
ure of  right:  each  nation  has  an  exclusive  interest  in  its  own  well- 
being,  and  other  nations  are  at  best  conveniences  for  the  furtherance, 
or  impediments  to  the  attainment,  of  its  interests. 

Even  more  than  the  defenders  of  isolationism  and  of  extreme  in- 
dividualism, the  American  proponents  of  such  a  position  gain  plausibil- 
ity by  appeal  to  tradition.  They  look  for  support  to  our  own  past  history 
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and  to  the  pronouncements  of  leading  statesmen  since  the  inception  of 
the  Repubhc.  By  reason  of  our  search  for  insulation  from  the  inter- 
ventions of  European  powers  and  from  infection  by  the  disturbances 
of  European  rivalries  and  conflicts,  our  responsible  statesman  early  em- 
phasized the  special  interests  of  the  American  nation  and  the  American 
people.  The  situation  of  this  country  as  a  new  state,  and  widespread 
awareness  among  our  first  leaders  of  potentialities  for  development  not 
available  to  European  peoples,  actually  caused  the  concept  of  national 
interest  to  be  developed  and  defended  as  a  basis  of  policy  dependent  on 
representative  politics  some  time  before  the  fight  for  national  inde- 
pendence of  peoples  had  become  a  major  theme  in  European  history.  Na- 
tional interests  were  of  course  pursued  by  European  states.  They  were 
indeed  pursued  both  consciously  and  ruthlessly.  But,  until  the  French 
Revolution,  those  interests  were  in  most  parts  of  Europe  identified  with 
the  interests  of  ruling  monarchs.  They  were  likewise  formulated  and 
pursued  by  them,  or  by  ministers  dependent  on  them.  At  the  very  most, 
the  national  interest  was  the  interest  of  a  limited  ruling  class.  In  any 
event,  there  was  little  need  to  debate,  to  defend,  or  to  popularize  the 
concept;  or  even  formally  to  state  it.  Its  identification  with  the  inter- 
ests of  rulers,  and  the  assumption  that  in  that  sense  it  would  be 
followed,  were  among  the  things  taken  for  granted.  By  contrast,  the 
American  formulation  of  the  concept,  deliberate  and  self-conscious, 
was  in  essence  a  work  of  political  education.  It  was  a  defense  of  moral 
principle  on  the  ground  that  American  institutions,  based  on  freedom 
and  necessitating  freedom,  were  at  once  ethically  superior  and,  vis-a-vis 
other  nations,  precarious. 

Subsequent  to  the  French  Revolution,  the  moral  equivalent  of  the 
American  idea  of  national  interest  emerged  as  the  right  of  national 
self-determination.  In  essence  it  signified  a  revolt  against  alien  mon- 
archies which  combined  arbitrariness  in  government  with  control  over 
peoples  not  their  own,  a  control  achieved  either  by  dynastic  alliances 
or  by  conquest.  In  what  it  combatted,  that  aspiration,  so  close  to  our 
own  concept  of  national  interest  although  developed  under  different 
and  lastingly  difficult  conditions,  was  in  intent  and  initiation  liberating 
and  moral.  But  in  the  course  of  time  it  was  in  many  areas  transformed 
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into  an  aggressive  and  integral  nationalism,  whose  principles  were  ex- 
clusion and  superiority  rather  than  peculiar  contributions  to  a  com- 
mon good  based  on  a  theory  of  comparative  cultural  advantage.  Yet 
the  European  development  and  debasement  of  nationalism  took  well 
over  a  century.  The  pristine  ideal  was  belatedly  espoused  and  defended 
after  the  First  World  "War  by  Woodrow  Wilson,  who  envisaged  it  on 
the  American  analogy  and  experience.  Nevertheless,  even  today  the 
aspirations  to  national  freedom  from  alien  oppression  by  many  peo- 
ples of  Europe  have  not  been  realized.  After  brief  freedom,  they  have 
fallen  behind  the  Iron  Curtain.  They  have  become  satellites,  and  vir- 
tual subjects,  of  the  Soviet  Union.  But  by  now  it  is  also  obvious  that 
European  peoples  cannot  achieve  national  independence  on  the  basis 
of  unlimited  national  sovereignty.  The  concept  of  national  interest  as 
exclusive,  and  backed  by  power  politics,  leads  only  to  disaster.  The 
facts  of  political  and  economic  geography  force  recognition  that  na- 
tional well-being  and  national  freedom  necessitate  interdependence  and 
an  acceptance  of  national  interest  as  supernational.  Recent  steps  towards 
European  union  indicate  awareness  of  the  situation  and  a  growing  will- 
ingness to  bow  more  or  less  gracefully  to  its  imperatives. 

European  nations  are  incapable  of  achieving  material  well-being  in 
unsplendid  isolation  from  one  another,  quite  apart  from  the  threat  to 
their  political  independence  which  arises  from  Russian  power.  Mani- 
fest weakness  therefore  slowly  forces  them  towards  the  limited  super- 
nationalism  of  European  union  as  their  real  interest.  On  this  side  of 
the  Atlantic,  the  vast  strength,  developed  resources,  and  higher  stand- 
ard of  living  of  the  United  States  makes  a  policy  of  narrow  national 
interest  for  its  people  unnecessary,  inappropriate,  and  harmful.  The 
very  conspicuousness  of  our  position  necessitates  the  adoption  of  a  far 
broader  internationalism  as  national  interest.  Otherwise  envy  elsewhere 
will  generate  a  united  power  of  which  we  are  the  intended,  and,  soon  or 
late,  will  be  the  actual,  victim. 

In  Europe  the  ideal  of  national  self-determination  is  static  and  ana- 
chronistic. There  is  no  necessity  or  justification  for  possession  of  full 
national  sovereignty.  Exclusive  national  responsibility  for  self-protec- 
tion and  for  all  required  public  activities  on  behalf  of  the  people's  well- 
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being  is  impractical.  The  ideal  of  American  national  interest  as  insula- 
tion from  the  rest  of  the  world  in  order  to  develop  and  protect  our 
vast  territory  and  our  morally  superior  institutions  is  no  less  out  of 
date.  In  Europe  and  America  alike,  ideals  of  independence  without 
interdependence  are  today  morally  stultifying.  The  achievement  of  the 
very  purposes  envisaged  and  pursued  in  an  earlier  period  through  at- 
tachment to  those  ideals  today  necessitates  their  abandonment.  In 
Europe  the  requisite  substitute  is  at  the  minimum  a  limited  economic 
and  military  union.  Our  own  imperative  is  international  leadership 
through  extension  of  our  own  principles  of  pohtical  society. 

The  current  advocacy  of  an  exclusive  national  self-interest,  which 
is  to  be  pursued  and  furthered  by  a  callous  realism  based  on  what  others 
must  for  the  moment  accept  and  we  may  successfully  impose,  has  no 
relation  to  the  original  American  concept  of  national  interest.  Rather, 
it  is  a  witting  or  unwitting  attempt  to  apply  to  and  impose  on  our 
people  alien  dogmas  drawn  from  political  thought  current  in  Europe 
during  the  latter  part  of  the  nineteenth  century.  Those  dogmas  were, 
indeed,  grounded  in  Europe's  long-lived  political  institutions.  But  they 
ultimately  led  to  policies  disastrous  alike  for  the  nations  of  that  con- 
tinent and  to  its  whole  culture  and  civilization. 

From  the  French  Revolution  on,  European  countries  had  taken  over 
or  continued  the  tradition  of  monarchical  sovereignty  and  absolutism 
even  where  their  national  independence  was  begotten  of  revolt.  Contin- 
uing or  newly  created  monarchical  regimes  were  likewise  infected  by 
the  new  nationalism.  Nationalism  was  at  the  outset  conceived  as  at  once 
liberation  for  particular  peoples  and  as  a  means  to  the  service  and  en- 
richment of  humanity.  It  was  soon  transformed  into  a  self-conscious 
awareness  of  the  lack  of  mutual  interests  shared  with  others,  and  a 
sense  on  the  part  of  each  nation  of  superiority  to  its  neighbors.  Indeed, 
the  very  struggle  for  national  emancipation  and  the  very  attempts  to 
achieve  national  self-consciousness  begot  such  emphasis.  For  they  necessi- 
tated stress  on  opposition  and  apartness,  the  cultivation  of  peculiarities 
of  national  character,  and  sensitiveness  as  to  the  distinctive  achieve- 
ments, or  frustrated  potentialities,  of  particular  peoples.  The  need  to 
stress  difference  and  to  fight  other  nations  in  order  to  gain  political 
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freedom  made  it  easy  to  forget  that  the  nation  was  a  part  of  humanity 
and  gained  its  justification  from  its  contribution  to  a  shared  culture. 
Absence  of  restraint  on  a  nation's  self-directed  functioning  and  de- 
velopment was  justifiable  insofar  as  it  created  conditions  whereby  a 
people  could  enrich  and  diversify  the  cultural  stock  of  humanity.  But 
cultural  nationalism  was  frequently  perverted  into  a  nurturing  of  re- 
sentment against  alien  governors.  It  became  the  seed-bed  of  planned 
revolt  and  a  confession  of  present  political  impotence  for  which  it  was 
itself  inadequate  compensation.  In  any  event,  nationalism  was  duly 
transformed  into  a  minimal  claim  to  a  sovereignty  which  included 
freedom  to  conduct  foreign  affairs  on  a  basis  of  particularity  and 
denial  of  an  international  law  grounded  in  common  reason.  Its  maxi- 
mum, and  more  nearly  ideal,  pretension  was  to  a  complete  superiority 
over  other  nations.  Such  superiority  normally  involved  a  concomitant 
obligation  to  attain  and  use  power  in  order  to  expand.  To  rule  other 
neighboring  peoples  and  to  gain  territories  and  subject  populations  on 
other  continents  was  testimony  to  the  nation's  greatness.  Such  great- 
ness had  to  be  achieved  without  regard  to  economic  profit  or  loss, 
though  supposed  opportunities  to  acquire  needed  resources  or  outlets 
for  surplus  population  provided  a  convenient  rationale  for  aggression 
and  expansion. 


Positivist  sovereignty  and  balance  of  power 

New  political  theory  both  preceded  and  promoted  this  development 
and  was  in  turn  reinforced  and  rendered  more  extravagant  and  extreme 
by  it.  Again,  the  foundations  had  been  laid  in  the  earlier  period  of 
royal  absolutism,  through  the  developm^ent  of  the  modern  doctrine 
of  unlimited  sovereignty,  as  opposed  to  its  more  moderate  medieval 
counterpart.  Nevertheless,  in  its  genesis  that  doctrine  was  an  attempt 
to  achieve  efficacious  order  both  internally  within  the  nation  and  in- 
ternationally.  Monarchs  were   in   fact   uncontrolled.   They   could   be 


Nationalistic  self-interest  and  power  politics    iV    107 

rendered  moral  only  by  emphasis  on  their  exclusive  responsibility  for 
the  well-being  of  their  own  people.  They  had  a  duty  to  maintain  an 
international  order  which  embodied  moral  principle.  They  could  as- 
sure the  prevalence  of  such  principle  by  pursuing  poHcies  grounded 
in  enlightened  self-interest  and  expediency.  The  task  of  teaching  them 
their  international  obligation  and  of  providing  them  with  the  needed 
rationale  was  undertaken  by  Hugo  Grotius,  as  the  internal  one  was 
the  work  of  Jean  Bodin.  Grotius  was  one  of  the  great  natural  law 
theorists.  He  was  the  founder  of  an  international  law  which  related 
secular  interest  to  Protestant  insight  in  the  light  of  reason.  He  espoused 
a  doctrine  of  monarchical  sovereignty  as  a  sanction  for  a  law  of  na- 
tions which  had  its  source  in  the  mutual  interests  of  nations,  and  was 
directed  to  the  universal  good  of  humanity.  That  sovereignty  was  not 
a  proclamation  of  the  irresponsible  ruler  or  of  the  exclusive  particularity 
and  unrestrained  self-interest  of  national  peoples.  Nor  did  it  become 
so  transformed  till  at  least  the  end  of  the  eighteenth  century,  though 
already  in  the  seventeenth  John  Locke  unwittingly  opened  the  flood 
gates,  since  he  constitutionalized  power  only  within  the  nation  and  not 
between  nations.  The  eighteenth-century  natural-law  thinkers  in  gen- 
eral overemphasized  rather  than  underplayed  the  element  of  universal 
moral  and  rational  principle;  though  the  greatest  legal  philosopher  of 
the  age,  Montesquieu,  revived  and  reinterpreted  the  wise  insight  of 
Grotius,  whereby  he  related  actual  conditions  to  reasoned  and  universal 
principle.  Our  own  Founding  Fathers  inherited  the  natural  law  phi- 
losophy. It  informed  their  attitude  to  international  law,  and  thereby 
bridled  and  directed  their  formulation  of  the  initial  idea  of  an  Ameri- 
can national  interest. 

The  view  that  law  was  purely  positive,  the  product  of  the  state's 
will  alone,  achieved  both  general  currency  and  respectability  early  in 
the  nineteenth  century,  thanks  to  the  teachings  of  the  Englishman 
John  Austin.  Austin's  doctrine  of  sovereignty  was  formally  propounded 
as  a  logically  necessary  legal  postulate  for  a  political  society.  Neverthe- 
less, in  the  sphere  of  relations  between  states  its  logic  involved  a  denial 
that  international  law  was  true  law.  It  resulted,  consequently,  in  the 
reduction  of  that  law  to  pious  aspiration  and  to  legally  irrelevant  pro- 
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fession  of  moral  principle  or  intent,  without  effective  restraining  force. 
Austin's  own  objective  was  no  doubt  intellectual  clarity.  His  posi- 
tivism was  intended  to  aid  morality  and  not  to  combat  it.  For  it  em- 
phasized the  gap  between  actuality  and  aspiration  and  made  clear  the 
path  which  must  be  followed  to  reach  from  the  one  to  the  other.  Yet 
the  popularization  of  politics  and  the  impact  of  nationahsm  led  to  a 
different  and  unintended  result.  His  morally  ill-fated  but  institution- 
ally triumphant  doctrine  served  as  an  emancipation  of  governments 
from  ethical  restraints  in  their  dealings  with  foreign  affairs,  and  in 
their  search  for  imperial  expansion.  What  was  proffered  as  a  technique 
for  overcoming  an  acknowledged  limitation  on  moral  aspirations  be- 
came a  justification  for  unrestraint  in  dealings  between  nations  and  a 
rationale  for  power  uninformed  by  principle. 

In  its  own  day  Austin's  teaching  constituted  a  valuable  psycho- 
logical prop  to  the  British  theory  and  practice  of  balance  of  power  as 
a  means  to  preserve  and  further  England's  national  interests.  In  par- 
ticular, a  stabilized  continent  was  a  condition  necessary  for  Britain's 
own  profitable  commerce,  its  unthreatened  island  security,  and  its  un- 
distracted  cultivation  of  its  colonial  empire  and  its  world  trade.  Eng- 
land had  conceived  of  itself  as  the  balance  wheel  of  the  European  states 
system  much  earlier.  Indeed,  a  century  previously  the  first  Baron  Hali- 
fax had  systematically  propounded  that  doctrine  of  the  nation's  interest, 
and  had  related  it  to  naval  power.  Likewise,  after  the  Napoleonic  Wars, 
Canning  had  boastfully  and  inaccurately  proclaimed  England  as  the 
pivot  and  creator  of  a  far  wider  balance.  For  the  proclamation  was  in 
truth  a  prophecy,  even  before  Tocqueville's,  of  a  new  power  on  the 
horizon.  That  power  in  due  time  refused  to  play  the  role  set  for  it  in 
Britain's  scheme,  while  it  rendered  a  merely  European  balance  irrele- 
vant, ineffective,  and  unimportant. 

But  in  the  nineteenth  century  England's  European  balance  of  power 
policy,  buttressed  by  positivism  and  based  on  interest,  was  to  a  con- 
siderable degree  effective  in  maintaining  peace.  To  treat  that  balance  as 
an  immoral  practice  of  power  politics  unconcerned  with  a  broader  wel- 
fare is  manifestly  unwise  and  unfair,  as  recent  analysts  have  indeed 
realized.  It  was  a  practice  suited  to  an  order  marked  by  sovereignty,  by 
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political  as  well  as  by  legal  positivism,  and  by  nationalisms  irridentist 
and  integral.  For  British  statesmen  attempted  by  means  of  yet  another 
hidden  hand  to  relate  a  particular  nation's  interests  to  a  broader  aspira- 
tion to  peace  and  order.  They  accepted  the  lack  of  a  true  international 
law  which  was  rationally  grounded,  universally  applicable,  and  effec- 
tively sanctioned.  Under  the  given  conditions,  they  strove  to  create  a 
moral  equivalent  for  such  law.  In  a  world  of  unenlightened  expediency 
and  unstatesmanlike  national  ambitions,  the  British  practice  of  balance 
of  power  was  an  attempt  by  realists  to  secure  through  calculating  and 
undogmatic  use  of  their  country's  own  power  the  nearest  available  ap- 
proximation to  what  a  genuine  law  of  nations,  grounded  in  universal 
moral  principle,  might  have  been  expected  to  produce  under  happier 
circumstances. 

Some  of  the  more  moderate  among  the  present  proponents  of  Ameri- 
can policy  based  on  realistic  calculations  of  national  interest  correctly 
argue  that  the  United  States  has  taken  the  place  as  a  world  power  once 
held  by  Britain.  Today,  they  rightly  insist,  we  are  the  leading  representa- 
tive of  the  Western  ethos  and  aspirations.  They  note  that  the  British 
balance  of  power  technique  proved  successful  over  a  century  of  more 
of  modern  history.  They  argue  that  the  policy  failed  in  the  twentieth 
century  in  part  because  of  a  dechne  in  that  British  power  which  had 
made  it  effective.  Moreover,  it  failed  also  because  of  the  rise  of  a  differ- 
ent ideal  of  international  organization  and  institutions,  first  embodied 
in  the  League  of  Nations.  After  World  War  I  the  United  States  had 
gained  much  of  the  power  lost  by  England.  Though  it  refused  to  sup- 
port its  own  creation  by  taking  a  full  share  of  responsibility  for  its 
working,  America  became  a  main  sponsor  of  the  new  theory  and  prac- 
tice of  international  relations,  conceived  in  opposition  to  the  balance 
of  power  concept.  The  latter  was  misunderstood,  abused,  and  rejected 
as  immoral.  For  unfortunately  the  liberal's  longing  for  a  brave  new 
world  was  not  complemented  by  any  great  understanding  of  the  condi- 
tions governing  statecraft.  The  resultant  change  in  orientation  was 
largely  responsible  for  the  disorders  and  distresses  which  culminated  in 
World  War  II.  Yet  the  lesson  was  not  learned,  as  United  Nations  and 
all  related  and  analogous  activities  demonstrate.  Even  patent  failure  due 
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to  Russian  ambition  and  Communist  dogmas  have  hitherto  produced 
no  real  repentance.  We  have  not  returned  to  a  way  of  conducting  for- 
eign affairs  whose  success  has  now  been  doubly  demonstrated,  by  earlier 
effectiveness  first,  and  by  disaster  through  abandonment  subsequently. 

Yet  the  lesson,  the  balance-of-power  advocates  insist,  is  plain.  Amer- 
ica, possessed  of  England's  sometime  power,  must  also  adopt  and  adapt 
its  concept  of  pohcy.  It  must  not  naively  rely  on  international  good 
will.  To  hope  and  strive  for  a  genuine  community  of  interests  between 
nations  is  futile.  For  their  inequalities  render  such  community  impos- 
sible and  make  the  search  itself  delusive.  America  must  acknowledge 
to  itself  its  own  power  and  must  fearlessly  use  it.  It  must  clearly  recog- 
nize that  an  international  organization  is  at  best  a  convenient  instru- 
ment, and  often  an  impediment.  It  must  be  firm  in  its  determination 
that  such  organization  shall  at  no  time  impose  restrictions  which  de- 
crease the  ejQficacy  of  American  policies.  The  only  real  alternative  is 
between  a  narrowly  selfish  and  expansionist  use  of  power,  accom- 
panied by  delusions  of  grandeur  whose  outcome  is  apt  to  be  defeat,  and 
an  enlightened  and  responsible  promotion  of  the  national  interest,  di- 
rected to  the  sustained  husbanding  of  American  leadership  through  mod- 
eration in  objective  combined  with  firmness  in  action.  But  the  latter 
choice,  these  advocates  tell  us,  involves  the  proper  selfishness  of  minimiz- 
ing risks  which  could  dissipate  power.  We  must  speedily  become  aware 
that  the  United  States  can  by  deliberate  action  create  and  preserve 
a  balance  of  power  in  the  rest  of  the  world.  On  the  other  hand,  it  can- 
not impose  its  will  or  its  way  on  that  world,  or  over  a  major  part  of 
it.  Likewise,  it  cannot  attain  security  by  a  callous  or  indifferent  isola- 
tion, provocative  of  envy  and  resentment.  For  sooner  or  later  such  a 
course  will  promote  alliances^  in  aggression  against  it.  Rather,  under  new 
world  conditions  and  with  its  own  new-found  authority  it  must  real- 
istically continue  the  sound  traditional  policy  of  insulation.  But  today 
that  policy  necessitates  America's  becoming  the  balance-wheel.  In  its 
own  and  the  world's  interest  in  undisturbed  peace  it  must  accept  the 
role  of  moderating  arbitrator  between  powers.  Today,  this  means  that 
we  must  function  as  a  balance  both  between  systems  and  between  po- 
litical philosophies. 
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The  conditions  of  such  a  venture,  its  proponents  argue,  are  clear.  At 
the  moment  we  Hve  in  a  bipolar  world.  Two  powers  are  arrayed  against 
one  another.  The  one  is  supported  by  subject  satellites,  the  other  relies 
on  subordinate  aUies  who  are  nevertheless  equal  and  independent  in  law, 
in  diplomacy,  and  in  morals.  It  is  America's  duty  and  interest  to  destroy 
such  bipolarism.  It  must  so  organize  and  encourage  its  allies.  West  and 
East,  that  they  become  in  effect  independent  blocs  opposed  to  Russia. 
Together  they  will  then  create  a  roughly  equal  power,  sufficient  to 
counterbalance  that  continental  country.  The  United  States  will  be 
the  make-weight  in  reserve.  It  will  bring  its  influence  and  power  to  bear 
wherever  need  be  to  overcome  in  those  blocs  any  weakness  which  might, 
if  uncorrected,  allow  Russia  to  gain  local  preponderance,  to  expand,  to 
upset  the  balance,  and  to  re-create  a  bipolar  situation  which  would  re- 
sult in  our  having  to  take  more  positive  action,  and  perhaps  to  go  to  war. 


Bipolar  conflict  and  balance  of  power 

Such  a  position  is  superficially  plausible  and  appealing.  For  it  avoids  the 
extremes  of  isolationism  and  of  Utopian  internationalism.  Its  adoption 
would  seemingly  enable  the  United  States  to  pursue  and  protect  its  par- 
ticular interests  as  a  nation.  On  its  terms,  we  could  keep  at  a  minimum 
the  costs  of  defense  and  reduce  to  a  minimum  the  likelihood  of  involve- 
ment in  war.  What  is  more,  in  doing  these  things  we  should  also  serve 
the  causes  of  peace  and  of  freedom  of  peoples  elsewhere.  Yet  we  would 
be  committed  to  the  promotion  of  no  ideology,  to  no  annoying  insist- 
ence on  the  superiority  of  our  ways,  to  no  duty  either  to  impose  our 
institutions  or  to  use  up  our  resources  in  a  vain  attempt  to  raise  others 
towards  our  living  standards. 

Nevertheless,  the  policy  of  balance  of  power  is  today  impracticable. 
Its  initiation  would  immediately  necessitate  the  organization  and  but- 
tressing, if  not  the  creation,  of  at  least  one  side  of  the  balance.  The  force 
to  be  counterpoised  against  the  U.S.S.R.  would  have  to  be  brought  into 
existence.  In  Europe,  an  old  world  would  have  to  be  called  into  being 
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by  revivification  ere  the  new  world  could  make  itself  the  balancing 
force.  In  the  Far  East,  the  radically  different  problem  of  organizing  a 
modern  system  of  independent  and  modernized  states  would  present 
equal  difficulties.  From  the  outset,  therefore,  it  is  clear  that  such  a  pro- 
gram is  artificial.  It  involves  a  mechanical  attempt  to  manufacture  an 
equivalent  of  what  was  in  its  day  a  growth  of  policy  out  of  living  po- 
litical forces  and  established  conditions  of  international  relations.  In  the 
name  of  reliance  on  historical  experience  and  use  of  the  teachings  of 
history,  it  overlooks  or  fails  to  understand  the  reality  of  history  as  liv- 
ing and  changing  situations.  These  necessitate  new  techniques  to  im- 
plement our  lasting  moral  objectives. 

Further,  the  conditions  for  a  balance  of  power  system  are  absent,  in 
a  more  fundamental  sense,  as  is  any  sincere  intention  to  follow  such  a 
policy.  For  the  assumption  of  the  balance-of -power  system  was  that  the 
members  of  the  European  states  system  were  agreed  on  one  funda- 
mental, despite  all  their  conflicts:  nation-states  in  general  and  the  over- 
all pattern  of  those  states  were  there  to  stay,  even  though  an  individual 
state  might  be  conquered,  occupied,  and  in  the  extreme  case  eliminated. 
Calculations  of  national  interest  might  dominate  policy,  and  indi- 
vidual states  might  have  ambitions  to  expand.  But  no  basic  differences 
in  philosophy  separated  the  parties  involved.  No  national  government 
felt  that  it  embodied  a  system  of  values  or  a  way  of  life  utterly  incom- 
patible with  those  prevalent  in  its  neighbors.  Sustained  coexistence  was 
never  impossible.  Nor  would  the  continued  existence  of  one  member 
permanently  do  outrage  to  the  total  philosophy  of  life  of  another. 

A  power  which  sought  to  act  as  the  balance-wheel  could  therefore  con- 
template the  likelihood  of  having  at  some  time  to  switch  sides,  to  throw 
its  weight  to  the  support  of  the  other  major  bloc  in  the  balance.  It  had 
to  view  such  action  as  a  genuinely  possible  future  expediency.  It  had  to 
be  convinced  that,  if  and  when  it  was  driven  to  that  choice,  its  action 
would  correct  the  balance  and  insure  peaceful  stability,  not  undermine 
the  whole  system.  It  would  not  give  aid  and  comfort  to  powers  funda- 
mentally opposed  to  its  own  way  of  life.  For  no  powers  were  committed 
to  eliminating  all  possibility  of  the  continued  existence  of  nation-states 
with  divergent  interests  and  different  forms  of  government  and  social 
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organization,  and  to  rendering  the  very  idea  of  a  nation-state  irrelevant. 
The  balance-of-power  system  thus  involved  a  certain  international  agree- 
ment on  fundamentals.  A  neighboring  state  might  err  and  do  wrong. 
But  no  state  or  group  of  states  was  inherently  evil  beyond  chastisement 
and  beyond  redemption  short  of  radical  revolution. 

By  contrast,  fundamental  irreconcilability  is  the  essence  of  current 
bipolar  alignment  and  conflict.  However  real  the  national  and  imperial 
interests  of  the  U.S.S.R.,  Communism  as  a  world  philosophy  and  as  a 
way  of  life  to  be  spread  to  all  societies  is  that  country's  basic  commit- 
ment. It  is  also  the  ideological  instrument  necessary  for  the  effective 
pursuit  of  Russia's  particular  customary  ambitions,  which  on  a  super- 
ficial view  appear  essentially  unchanged. 

The  facts  are  indeed  recognized.  Those  who  argue  that  American 
national  interest  necessitates  a  balance-of-power  policy  do  not  seriously 
contemplate  a  possible  future  when  we  should  be  required  to  throw  our 
weight  to  the  Russian  side.  From  such  a  line  of  action  they  would  quite 
properly  recoil  in  horror.  Moreover,  they  are  no  doubt  correct  in  the  as- 
sumption that  within  a  foreseeable  future  it  is  the  anti-Communist 
powers  which  will  need  the  support  of  a  make-weight.  Yet  a  policy 
whose  defined  conditions  and  enduring  consequences  would  be  unaccept- 
able to  its  own  proponents  cannot  be  a  proper  formulation  of  national 
interest,  nor  a  genuine  realism.  The  nature  and  degree  of  support  which 
ought  to  be  given  to  actual  or  potential  opponents  of  Communist  and  of 
Soviet  ambition.  East  or  West,  are  still  open  to  debate.  But  bipolar  op- 
position and  conflict  are  lasting  and  fundamental  as  long  as  the  Soviet 
Union  adheres  to  neo-Marxist  teaching  and  promotes  it  as  a  world  pro- 
gram. Hence  debate  over  policy  cannot  be  conducted,  nor  American 
interest  furthered,  on  the  theory  and  practice  of  balance  of  power. 


The  nation  as  real  being 

A  new  American  balance-of-power  system  is  not,  then,  a  practicable  way 
to  further  the  nation's  interests.  Its  advocacy  is  not  an  effective  defense 
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of  power  politics  against  universalist  ethics.  Present  American  emulation 
of  nineteenth-century  England  is  anachronistic.  But  a  more  thorough- 
going and  direct  doctrine  of  national  power  and  pride  derives,  con- 
sciously or  unconsciously,  from  ideas  and  policies  developed  and  followed 
on  the  Continent,  and  especially  in  Germany,  during  that  same  period. 
Its  source  was  Georg  Friedrich  Hegel,  the  German  Idealist  who  early  in 
the  century  developed  a  philosophy  of  history  and  politics  which  made 
the  evolution  of  the  state  the  growth  of  reason  and  the  progressive 
achievement  of  God  on  earth.  The  state  was  the  very  embodiment  of 
right.  The  individual  at  heart  willed  and  submitted  to  its  law  and  com- 
mands because  his  own  reason,  however  shaky,  gave  him  a  clear  percep- 
tion of  its  superior  moral  nature.  Hegel,  indeed,  envisioned  the  ultimate 
possibility  of  a  universal  world  state.  But  his  immediate  purpose,  and 
his  influence,  was  to  give  support  to  the  nation-state's  search  for 
strength.  It  was  the  absolute  duty  of  the  individual  to  submit  to  his  state 
and  to  identify  himself  with  it  without  reservation.  The  state  was  a  real 
being,  and  a  fully  moral  one.  It  was  not  merely  a  necessary  and  con- 
venient instrumentality  and  institution. 

Early  in  the  second  half  of  the  nineteenth  century  this  teaching  was 
curiously  complemented  and  buttressed  by  a  Swiss  scholar,  Johann 
Caspar  Bluntschh,  whose  study  of  the  principles  of  politics  was  to  have 
lasting  and  international  influence  for  half  a  century  or  more.  Bluntschli 
was  in  his  basic  viewpoint  a  defender  of  universal  ethics  and  an  ar- 
dent exponent  of  principled  international  law.  Nevertheless  he  mixed 
together  the  new  Darwinian  teachings  of  evolution,  which  he  applied 
to  the  state  conceived  as  person,  with  a  revived  medieval  organismic 
doctrine,  which  he  restated  with  an  almost  medieval  quaintness.  His 
dominant  concern  was,  indeed,  the  relations  of  church  and  state,  rather 
than  international  relations.  His  ideas  were  especially  related  to  the 
Kulturkampf  conducted  by  Bismarck.  Where  medieval  thinkers  had 
turned  to  astronomy,  and  endeavored  to  identify  Church  and  State 
with  sun  and  moon,  or  vice  versa,  according  to  their  predilections, 
Bluntschh  turned  to  biology.  He  unhesitatingly  found  the  state  male 
and  the  church  female.  He  accepted  the  accepted  opinion  of  his  time 
and  place  as  to  the  proper  relation  of  authority  and  subordination  be- 
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tween  the  sexes.  His  intent  was  relatively  innocuous.  Indeed,  it  was  in 
line  with  the  liberal  thought  of  his  day  on  the  issues  of  secular  su- 
premacy. But  his  doctrine  of  the  state  as  organism  was  taken  up  by 
other  and  differently  oriented  thinkers.  It  added  to  the  Hegelian  con- 
cept that  the  state  was  a  real  and  rational  being  the  further  idea  that 
it  was  also  a  real  organism.  The  consequence  was  further  reduction  in 
the  status  of  persons,  who  became  its  cells.  Similarly  other  institutions 
were  naturally  its  submissive  subordinates.  Any  social  pluralism  based 
on  the  genuine  institutional  independence  of  functional  authority  and 
purpose  was  eliminated.  The  plausibility  and  utihty  of  conceiving  the 
state  as  a  convenient  instrumentality  of  a  society  were  now  doubly  in- 
dicted: biological  science  confirmed  historical  reason. 

Thirdly,  Heinrich  von  Treitschke  completed  the  process.  He  was  a 
nationalist  historian  and  a  German  patriot  enamored  of  the  glamor 
of  power.  He  insisted  on  the  primary  duty  of  the  nation  to  be  strong, 
and  selfish  in  its  strength.  Domination  was  its  ideal,  and  weakness  its 
worst  sin.  Machiavellian  diplomacy  was  its  proper  instrument  and  be- 
havior; military  might  and  the  will  to  use  it  were  its  sanctions  and 
assurances  of  respect  and  of  success.  The  state  might  almost  be  said  to 
exist  for  international  politics,  pursued  in  the  national  interest.  Other 
purposes  were  subordinate  and  instrumental,  and  the  welfare  of  the 
nation's  citizens  was  incidental.  Politics  was  a  matter  of  competition 
between  nations.  Their  purpose  was  to  maintain  and  increase  their  own 
power.  Failure  was  the  mark  of  political  incompetence  and  weakness, 
and  a  just  doom.  Success  was  justification.  To  talk  of  higher  ethical 
objectives  at  home  or  abroad  was  idle  and  nonsensical  prattle.  The  nation 
was  reason  and  highest  organism.  The  relations  of  nation-states  were  a 
Hobbesian  war  of  all  against  all,  whether  the  fight  was  overt  or  covert. 

This  collection  of  ideas,  expressed  in  varying  forms  and  with  differ- 
ent emphases  by  many  thinkers  in  many  lands,  may  be  summed  up 
simply.  The  nation  is  a  real  being  to  which  persons  must  be  sacrificed. 
It  is  a  final  unit  in  the  world's  order.  Its  interests  are  particular:  they 
are  not  reconcilable  with  those  of  other  nations  save  through  temporary 
expediencies  and  force  or  the  fear  of  force.  Its  poHcies  must  be  based 
on  considerations  of  gain  and  loss  of  power,  on  calculations  of  avail- 
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able  power  and  of  the  consequences  of  various  choices  in  its  use.  Power 
itself  is  men  and  resources,  propaganda  and  morale,  as  these  can  actually 
be  organized  and  applied  to  generate,  and  if  need  be  to  use,  force.  In  their 
totality,  these  ideas  have  generally  been  associated  with  strong,  or  auto- 
cratic, governments.  In  recent  times  they  have  been  extravagantly  over- 
stated and  ruthlessly  followed  by  dictatorships. 

In  democracies,  the  emphasis  on  the  real  national  being  and  the  crude 
reduction  to  unimportance  of  the  individual  have  not  proved  possible. 
Nevertheless,  in  crisis  the  content  of  appeals  to  loyalty,  and  for  pa- 
triotic sacrifice,  have  often  revealed  the  unconscious  and  latent  pres- 
ence and  influence  of  such  concepts.  The  danger  of  attributing  real 
being  to  the  state  is,  however,  hidden.  For  the  appeal  for  hard-headed 
realism  in  the  realm  of  international  strategy  seems  initially  to  rest  on 
ample  empirical  evidence  of  the  behavior  of  governments  and  peoples. 
Actual  practice  gives  plausible  support  to  the  conviction  that  in  in- 
ternational relations  it  is  necessary  to  be  Machiavellian.  Likewise,  it 
gives  seeming  empirical  support  to  the  idea  of  real  national  being.  For 
nation-states  are  the  obvious,  as  well  as  the  legal,  units  of  world  poli- 
tics. Hence  the  serious  harm  to  persons  which  follows  from  turning  a 
convenient  abstraction  into  a  superior  entity  possessed  of  independent 
purposes  escape  notice.  Rather,  a  false  concept  of  the  nation  gains  sup- 
port on  the  most  down-to-earth  and  pragmatic  considerations,  which 
appeal  to  persons  utterly  impatient  with  high-flown  ideology. 


Realpolitik  as  American  policy 

That  such  seemingly  alien  ideals  should  today  find  expression  and  ac- 
ceptance in  the  United  States  is  therefore  in  no  way  astonishing.  On 
their  face,  such  viewpoints  utilize  an  integrating  and  unifying  doctrine 
of  national  interest  as  a  ground  and  support  for  sensible  and  practicable 
policies.  For  America  does  possess  vast  power  and  wealth.  Yet  our  past 
strivings  to  achieve  a  better  world  on  the  basis  of  an  ethic  which  tran- 
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scends  nationalism  have  not  proved  notably  successful.  Many  of  our 
citizens  have  experienced  a  deep  disenchantment  with  the  naive  and 
fruitless  liberal  internationalism  of  only  yesterday.  They  have  also  been 
shocked  by  what  they  regard  as  conspicuous  uncertainties,  errors,  and 
failures  in  our  diplomacy  and  foreign  policy. 

Moreover,  we  have  never  completely  lost  sight  of  the  initial  doctrine 
of  national  interest  propounded  by  some  of  the  Founding  Fathers.  That 
element  in  our  tradition  facilitates  the  acceptance  of  a  harsher  Eu- 
ropean doctrine  of  the  nation,  once  the  latter  can  be  made  to  appear 
consonant  with  democratic  convictions  and  aspirations.  To  that  end 
they  have  simply  to  be  cleansed  of  their  autocratic  and  totalitarian  con- 
notations and  of  arrogantly  imperialist  and  expansionist  overtones. 

Hitherto,  indeed,  this  country  has  consistently  rejected  the  Euro- 
pean pattern  of  the  state  marked  by  sovereignty  or  possessed  of  real 
being.  It  has  avoided  integral  nationalism.  Nevertheless,  the  idea  of  the 
nation  which  developed  out  of  the  Civil  War  experience  and  the  strug- 
gle against  disruption,  the  later  impact  of  German  concepts  of  state  and 
nation  in  the  days  of  German  scholarship  in  America,  and  the  more 
recent  fact  and  necessity  of  wide  powers  in  the  hands  of  the  federal 
government — these  have  together  created  attitudes  not  utterly  un- 
favorable to  such  viewpoints  and  policies.  Distress  and  anger  at  an  ob- 
vious cynical  realism  in  the  conduct  and  policies  of  the  Soviet  Union 
have  combined  with  the  undeniable  successes  achieved  by  its  forceful 
sponsorship  of  Communism  to  give  further  warrant  to  the  power  politics 
thesis.  It  seems  necessary  to  fight  fire  with  fire.  The  lasting  and  nerve- 
racking  tension  of  bipolar  conflict  encourages  the  belief  that  war  is 
inevitable.  Its  course  will  necessitate  total  devotion  of  resources  and 
complete  unity  of  attitude  if  victory  is  to  be  achieved.  Since  war  is 
force  apphed,  the  real  considerations  are  how  to  create  such  force  speed- 
ily and  sufficiently,  and  when  to  bring  it  to  bear.  It  is  possible  to  generate 
so  great  a  force  that  the  would-be  aggressor  will  be  cowed  into  aban- 
donment of  any  desire  to  risk  the  arbitrament  of  war.  Russia  may  then 
give  up  any  possible  intent  to  attack  our  shores  or  demolish  our  cities. 
It  may  even  hesitate  to  attack  or  invade  other  lands  where  we  have 
shown  a  clear  interest  in  their  unmolested  freedom,  and  have  revealed 
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our  own  intention  both  to  support  by  force  those  who  are  attacked  and 
to  defeat  the  forces  and  destroy  the  regime  of  the  aggressor. 

The  Russian  rulers  may,  however,  be  unable  to  back  down  without 
ruinous  loss  of  prestige  abroad  and  possible  loss  of  power  at  home.  They 
may  be  driven  by  compulsive  necessity  to  compete  with  us  in  arma- 
ments, and  to  use  subversive  propaganda  here  and  in  other  non- 
Communist  countries.  Under  such  circumstances  formal  peace  is  sus- 
tainedly  precarious,  and  real  peace  unattainable.  We  ourselves  will  then 
be  lastingly  unable  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of  a  sane  world  in  calm  security. 
Given  such  a  prospect,  it  might  be  desirable  for  us  to  force  the  issue 
and  to  make  defensively  aggressive  war  at  a  time  and  place  of  our  own 
choosing. 

In  any  event,  our  enemies  not  less  than  our  professed  friends  of  the 
moment  are  concerned  only  with  their  own  interests  and  chances  as 
nations.  They  will  be  impressed  and  influenced  solely  by  our  demon- 
strated national  unity,  our  possession  of  might,  and  our  will  to  use 
force  if  and  when  necessary  for  the  protection  and  furtherance  of  our 
own  interests  as  a  people. 

Such,  broadly,  is  the  line  of  argument  put  forward  by  American 
analysts  who  see  little  promise  or  profit  in  any  policy  not  rooted  in  tough- 
minded  national  self-interest  and  ruthless  response  to  ruthless  men.  Ac- 
cordingly, they  have  espoused  Kealpolitik  as  a  proper  philosophy  for 
American  democracy  in  its  deaUng  with  foreign  affairs. 

Such  insistence  that  we  must  shape  our  policies  on  an  informed  aware- 
ness of  conditions  and  attitudes  prevalent  elsewhere  is  indeed  nothing 
new.  Nor  is  it  in  any  way  sinister:  a  merely  a  priori  and  deductive  poli- 
tics, internal  or  international,  is  pure  folly.  It  is  important  for  the 
government  of  this  country  to  know  the  conditions,  needs,  motives, 
judgments,  and  attitudes  prevalent  in  other  nations  and  among  their 
rulers.  "We  must  ourselves  be  clear  as  to  what  we  want  and  why.  We 
must  then  assess  our  abilities  to  attain  our  ends.  We  must  thereupon 
select  the  appropriate  techniques  in  the  light  of  the  total  situation  and 
of  all  the  relevant  international  relationships. 

Such  procedure  is  common  sense.   Its  detailed  statement  would  be 


Nationalistic  self-interest  and  power  politics    i^    119 

boringly  pointless  platitude  were  it  not  for  the  strange  appeal  of  the 
idea  that  enunciation  of  high  moral  aspirations  is  enough.  Yet  mis- 
guided idealists  do  hold  that  noble  sentiments  are  self -effectuating  be- 
cause, moving  from  heart  to  heart,  they  move  men  to  demand,  and 
governments  to  carry  out,  right  actions  in  all  their  specific  detail.  This 
last  idea  is,  moreover,  often  supplemented  by  another,  which  is  still 
stranger  and  formally  irreconcilable  with  the  first:  to  indulge  in  the 
negotiations  of  diplomacy  and  in  :ernational  politics  is  itself  corrupt 
and  corrupting.  For  the  goods  sought  are  ultimately  and  necessarily 
moral,  as  true  goods  must  be  by  nature  and  definition.  It  is  therefore 
improper  to  use  political  techniques,  the  arts  of  imperfection,  for  po- 
litical purposes.  At  its  best  this  argument  rests  on  the  thesis  that  no 
good  can  be  achieved  in  international  relations  without  a  prior  change 
of  heart  and  a  broadening  of  horizons.  That  statement  is  correct  as  an 
observation  that  peoples  or  rulers  who  are  convinced  of  their  superior- 
ity and  of  their  duty  to  pursue  exclusive  national  interest  will  be  un- 
likely to  promote  peace  and  the  world's  general  welfare.  It  is  prepos- 
terous insofar  as  it  implies  a  moratorium  on  international  relations  un- 
less and  until  a  campaign  of  moral  conversion  has  been  successfully 
conducted.  Then  indeed  all  men  would  think  and  behave  as  ideal,  rather 
than  merely  actual,  brothers.  But  then,  too,  all  politics  would  cease  to 
be  necessary. 

The  realist's  contrary  insistence  that  the  nature  and  conditions  of 
politics  are  inherently  no  different  in  international  than  in  internal 
affairs  is  a  wholesome  protest  against  the  view  that  foreign  affairs  are 
merely  sinister  conspiracies.  It  is  also  a  proper  warning  that  diplomacy 
cannot  be  evangelical  revivalism.  But  a  more  recent  and  strident  real- 
ism has  at  once  falsified  the  American  concepts  of  state  and  nation  and 
has  unwisely  belittled  moral  principles  as  a  fulcrum  in  international 
affairs  and  a  source  of  American  national  power. 

This  latter  viewpoint  has  its  origins  in  a  correct  realism.  It  starts  from 
an  awareness  of  the  imperfections  of  men  and  of  the  necessity  for  poli- 
tics. It  develops  out  of  a  disgusted  distaste  for  men  of  good  will  who 
render  themselves  impotent  and  their  aspirations  ineffective  by  their 
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own  abhorrence  of  their  unsaved  fellows.  But  the  positive  argument 
claims  and  denies  too  much.  It  states  that  American  policy  based  on 
advocacy  and  espousal  of  moral  purposes  necessarily  becomes  weak  and 
bland.  Such  policy  encourages  self-delusion  at  home.  Yet  the  purpose 
of  international  politics  is  the  defense  and  furtherance  of  the  national 
self-interest  in  a  world  of  competing  powers.  Their  interests  are  not  and 
cannot  be  consonant.  Concern  for  the  interests  of  others  is  not  this 
nation's  business,  but  theirs.  They  know  those  interests.  They  are  re- 
sponsible for  their  furtherance.  They  will  work  to  further  them.  They 
will  exploit  to  their  own  advantage  any  American  altruism.  They  will 
not  be  grateful  for  any  help  we  give  them.  They  may  even  resent  it 
just  because  it  emphasizes  the  extent  of  our  power  and  wealth.  As  to  an 
overriding  world  interest,  that  is  pure  delusion.  The  inequalities  of 
condition,  the  diversities  of  culture,  and  the  differences  in  mores  of  the 
peoples  who  inhabit  and  divide  the  globe  make  even  a  statement  of  its 
contents  and  conditions  well-nigh  impossible.  Seriously  to  work  towards 
the  creation  of  one  world  is  as  a  present  national  policy  futile  and 
wasteful,  even  if  we  recognize  that  its  achievement  lies  long  in  the 
future.  A  sincere  intention  to  maintain  American  institutions  and  stand- 
ards against  any  pressure  to  level  downward  does  not  excuse  the  folly 
of  loose  commitment  to  vague  plans  for  uncertain  ends.  At  the  most, 
the  new  realists  argue,  professions  of  high  and  altruistic  moral  purpose 
may  have  value  as  propaganda.  They  may  effectively  aid  in  the  pro- 
motion of  national  interest  insofar  as  they  win  friends  or  embarrass 
and  weaken  enemies.  Even  then,  there  is  need  for  care  not  to  delude 
or  mislead  our  own  people,  who  control  political  power;  or  their  re- 
sponsible servants,  who  formulate  and  execute  policy. 

Once  the  advocates  of  KealpoUtik  make  even  so  modest  an  admission, 
they  give  away  the  case  for  eschewing  moral  considerations  in  the  for- 
mulation and  conduct  of  policy.  For,  once  it  is  made,  the  view  that 
moral  principle  weakens  or  is  opposed  to  realistic  power  politics  has  to 
be  abandoned.  In  intent,  the  admission  may  be  simply  an  assertion  that 
an  ignorant,  unreflective,  and  uncalculating  rank-and-file  abroad  can 
be  deluded  by  our  moral  professions  to  our  advantage  and  their  loss. 
Nevertheless,  the  implication  is  that  moral  principle  has  some  force  in 
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the  world.  But  if  it  does,  there  are  common  concerns  and  aspirations 
which  motivate  men  beyond  selfish  particular  interests,  and  even  against 
them. 


The  errors  in  "national  interest" 

A  realistic  examination  of  recent  international  politics  conducted  on 
realist  premises  indicates  that  the  profession  of  universally  applicable 
moral  principle  is  vital  to  the  generation  of  national  power  and  influ- 
ence. Hypocrisy  in  such  professions  is  a  source  of  weakness,  rather  than 
of  strength.  Likewise,  our  sincere  adoption  of  a  principle  of  exclusion 
and  superiority  would  be  a  fundamental  weakness.  It  is  not  to  be  offset 
by  force.  It  is  ultimately  fatal  just  because  the  peoples  of  the  world 
have  a  real  commitment  to  the  opposite  ideal.  Their  interest  in  that 
principle  combines  with  their  own  narrower  national  interest  to  create 
opposition  to  any  power  whose  profession  and  practice  is  merely  selfish. 
On  this  point,  the  general  reaction  of  the  Western  world  to  Nazism 
and  Fascism  should  be  sufficient  testimony.  That  reaction  was  indeed 
long  delayed  by  a  decent  incredulity.  But  in  due  time  the  professed 
realism  of  the  totalitarians  proved  unrealistic  both  on  its  own  premise 
of  success  as  criterion  of  truth  and  on  the  correct  claim  that  such  success 
is  proof  of  power. 

Wartime  Japan  and  present-day  Russia  both  offer  striking  testi- 
mony on  the  more  general  issue  of  morals  in  politics.  The  Japanese 
doctrine  of  a  Co-Prosperity  Sphere  was  less  than  universal  in  its  address 
and  appeal.  Yet  it  was  not  narrowly  particularistic.  Japan  proclaimed 
itself  champion  of  a  common  interest  among  Asiatic  peoples,  grounded 
in  the  ideals  of  freedom  and  equality.  Thereby  it  created  over  a  large 
area  a  widespread  welcoming  consent  to  its  leadership.  The  initial  con- 
viction that  Japan  intended  to  work  for  a  cause  beyond  its  exclusive 
national  interest  generated  power  in  support  of  its  expansion.  But 
revelation  that  the  Co-Prosperity  doctrine  was  spurious  and  was  in- 
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tended  only  to  further  the  domination  of  Japan  and  the  subordination 
to  it  of  other  Asiatic  peoples  came  speedily  and  was  conspicuous.  It 
quickly  diminished  the  ardor  of  those  peoples,  and  begot  their  resent- 
ment. The  consequent  state  of  mind  and  spirit  materially  aided  Ameri- 
ca's work  in  gaining  victory,  especially  since  we  promised  a  different 
dispensation  and  gave  evidences  that  the  promise  was  sincere. 

Of  late  the  nationalistic  and  imperiaUstic  motives  of  the  Soviet 
Union  have  likewise  become  increasingly  clear.  Its  communist  pro- 
fessions, however  initially  sincere,  have  been  progressively  corrupted. 
Its  attempts  to  achieve  the  communist  ideal  have  been  virtually  aban- 
doned or  indefinitely  postponed,  at  home,  in  satellite  countries,  and 
even  in  China.  Signs  of  resentment,  of  a  desire  by  some  of  its  citizens 
and  subjects  to  escape,  and  of  diminished  positive  morale  are  slowly 
becoming  evident,  even  though  they  give  no  warrant  for  naive  hopes 
of  revolution  or  of  easy  collapse  under  attack. 

Moreover,  it  has  for  long  been  manifest  that  the  international  power 
of  Russia  and  the  spread  of  its  influence,  both  in  the  Western  world  and 
in  the  Far  and  Near  East,  have  rested  on  the  universalistic  moral  princi- 
ples derived  from  Marx,  and  on  the  promise  of  social  justice  and 
equality  contained  in  his  teaching.  Granted  all  the  errors  in  Marxist 
philosophy,  his  moral  doctrine  has  had  an  enormous  appeal.  It  has  gen- 
erated and  spread  the  power  of  Russia  as  the  custodian  and  missionary 
of  his  principles.  Hence  Russia's  subsequent  realistic  power  politics  has 
enabled  some  peoples,  once  impressed  by  its  promise,  to  call  a  halt  and 
to  stem  the  tide.  They  have  been  aided  in  that  course  by  the  alternative 
moral  teaching  of  democracy.  The  Russian  profession  of  "people's 
democracy"  has  itself  been  further  testimony  to  its  leaders'  own  realis- 
tic awareness  of  the  power  of  democratic  moral  principle.  The  new 
theory  has  constituted  an  attempt  to  offset  the  consequences  of  Russian 
ruthlessness,  and  to  distract  attention  from  the  true  nature  of  its  order. 
By  that  doctrine  Russia  gives  recognition  to  the  strength  of  its  opponent's 
case,  which  does  not  rest  on  a  narrowed  realism. 

The  force  of  that  case  is  unwittingly  and  unintentionally  weakened 
by  the  realist's  falsification  of  the  nature  and  practice  of  American  in- 
stitutions, by  a  consequent  betrayal  of  the  moral  purpose  they  embody, 
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and  by  a  resultant  diminution  of  the  power  which  they  are  thereby  able 
to  create.  For  the  realist  puts  primary  emphasis  on  the  forceful  power 
which  the  nation  can  generate  and  use  in  its  dealings  with  other  na- 
tions. As  a  consequence,  he  tends  to  conceive  the  nation  monistically, 
as  one  unit  in  concept,  in  thought,  and  in  action.  Almost  inevitably  he 
lapses  into  the  idea  that  it  is  a  real  and  organic  being,  even  when  he  does 
not  deliberately  adopt  the  viewpoints  of  political  ideaUsm  and  organ- 
icism.  At  a  minimum,  he  holds  that  the  nation  is  endowed  with  a 
monistic  sovereignty.  As  American,  he  does  indeed  accept  the  demo- 
cratic idea.  But  he  conceives  of  democracy  in  narrowly  political  terms. 
He  deplores  the  cross-purposes  of  pressure  groups  insofar  as  these  lead 
to  a  lack  of  neat  and  sustained  pattern  in  the  formulation  and  carrying 
out  of  policy.  He  deems  it  the  major  purpose  of  politics,  canalized 
through  government,  to  achieve  and  impose  a  single  and  overriding 
idea  of  national  interest.  The  very  emphasis  on  realistic  considerations 
of  power  combines  with  the  attribution  of  primacy  to  foreign  affairs, 
where  power  is  demonstrated,  used,  and  tested,  to  beget  a  statist  attitude 
and  to  promote  statism.  The  emergency  powers  of  government  and  the 
unity  of  loyalty  and  commitment  characteristic  of  crisis  and  war  tend 
to  become  the  ideal  of  national  politics.  For  they  express  an  ultimate 
national  interest,  even  though  its  positive  content  is  slight.  They  reveal 
an  undisturbed  national  coherence.  They  lead  to  a  clear  and  sustained 
pattern  of  action. 

The  unintended  result  of  such  doctrine  is  both  ironic  and  paradoxical. 
The  point  of  departure  is  concern  for  the  national  interest  and  a  desire 
not  to  sacrifice  that  interest  in  supposed  service  to  others.  The  intent 
is  to  further  and  strengthen  national  institutions;  to  husband  national 
wealth  and  maintain  national  standards  of  living;  to  preserve  the  par- 
ticular patterns  of  national  culture;  and  to  avoid  that  leveling  down- 
ward and  the  drab  uniformity  supposed  to  result  from  a  thorough  in- 
ternationalism, which  is  in  any  event  held  impracticable  and  delusive. 
Yet  the  outcome  is  to  sacrifice  or  limit  those  liberties  and  that  concern 
for  rich  variety  in  instrumental  goods  and  in  ultimate  cultural  interests 
which  have  been  the  special  mark  and  achievement  of  the  American 
adventure  and  have  constituted  the  very  bases   of  resistance  to  Eu- 
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ropean  concepts  of  state,  of  sovereignty,  and  of  the  integral  nation. 
In  the  name  of  national  interest  based  on  national  power,  foreign  affairs 
are  given  primary  consideration.  Domestic  affairs  are  subordinated  and 
subject  to  unusual  controls  on  the  ground  that  the  nation  is  a  unit 
competing  for  strength  and  safety  in  the  world.  As  a  consequence  the 
persons  whose  furtherance  and  betterment  are  the  professed  purposes 
of  policy  are  sacrificed  and  subordinated. 

Many  people  no  doubt  support  and  consent  to  such  a  position  by 
reason  of  distress  at  the  disturbance  of  normal  ways  of  life  consequent 
on  bipolar  tension.  They  resent  distraction  from  undisturbed  enjoy- 
ment of  the  blessings  made  possible  by  democracy  and  industriahsm  in 
America.  Their  exasperation  is  in  large  degree  begotten  of  insecurity 
and  uncertainty.  In  its  turn,  it  begets  a  patriotic  nationalism  and  a 
resentment  against  the  U.S.S.R.,  the  disturber  of  psychological  as  of 
political  peace.  The  frantic  drive  to  impose  loyalty  and  to  insist  on 
public  professions  of  loyalty  necessarily  follow.  Citizens  huddle  to- 
gether aggressively  in  what  is  in  fact  the  beginning  of  an  escape  from 
freedom.  Simultaneously,  their  awareness  of  the  nation's  wealth  and 
power  and  of  its  position  of  leadership  encourages  an  aggressive  pride 
and  a  submissive  identification  with  it.  These  attitudes  in  turn  com- 
plement and  provide  wider  range  to  the  fears  consequent  on  insecurity. 
As  a  result,  by  giving  a  rationale  to  these  impulses  and  attitudes,  the 
doctrine  of  a  realistic  national  interest  which  is  to  be  furthered  through 
power  politics  tends  to  become  a  self-fulfilling  prophecy. 


National  interest  as  international 

The  consequence  of  such  developments  is  both  to  diminish  the  effective 
power  of  the  political  nation  and  to  sacrifice  our  traditional  interests 
as  a  social  nation  under  the  guise  of  protecting  them.  Those  interests 
are  rooted  in  moral  principles.  They  are  embodied  in  institutions.  They 
embrace  a  method  which  can  generate  power  because  they  have  appeal 
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and  offer  promise  to  other  peoples.  For  the  lasting  American  insight  and 
aspiration  is  antistatist,  pluralistic,  and  a  defense  of  the  ultimacy  of  the 
person.  Our  values  are  liberty  with  and  through  equality.  Our  political 
method  is  constitutional  democracy.  Our  preferred  social  technique  is 
the  voluntary  association.  Our  overall  commitment  is  to  the  social  na- 
tion wherein  interests  are  compounded  and  expressed  under  govern- 
ments as  needful  and  useful  instrumentalities,  rather  than  subordinated 
to  the  nation  as  super-being.  The  maintenance  and  strength  of  that  way 
of  hfe  are  vital  to  our  own  well-being.  They  are  the  basis  for  a  propa- 
ganda which  creates  power  and  support  in  the  world  by  reflecting  our 
actual  practice  and  purpose.  They  help  persuade  others  that  our  offer 
to  help  them  to  achieve  a  like  way  is  genuine. 

The  superiority  of  our  appeal  in  comparison  with  Soviet  Communism 
rests  on  such  teachings.  For  Communism  also  makes  a  universal  prom- 
ise. But  Soviet  effectiveness  is  limited  by  revelation  of  Russia's  reaUstic 
self-interest  and  its  absence  of  genuine  concern  for  human  freedom.  Our 
own  strength  and  the  furtherance  of  our  interest  as  a  nation  are  there- 
fore promoted  by  an  equally  positive  and  universal  promise  without  the 
Soviet  drawbacks.  The  implication  is  clear:  we  must  protect  and  pre- 
serve our  national  interest  by  an  insurance  of  the  safety  of  our  institu- 
tionally embodied  insights.  In  order  to  achieve  such  a  purpose,  we  must 
reject  the  theory  and  practice  of  national  self-interest  based  on  the 
view  that  world  political  society  is  composed  of  nations  which  are 
simply  struggling  units;  that  each  component  nation  speaks  with  one 
voice  and  is  reducible  to  a  rigid  unity;  and  that  each  is  concerned  only 
to  generate  the  power  of  ultimate  force  for  the  conduct  of  inevitable 
conflict.  We  must  espouse  the  positive  doctrine  that  national  interests 
are  international.  We  must  become  aware  that  the  dynamo  which  gen- 
erates power  is  ethical  appeal.  We  must  rest  our  propaganda  for  leader- 
ship on  a  genuine  solicitude  for  national  differences  as  well  as  for  shared 
aspirations.  We  must  avoid  the  naivete  of  word  for  deed.  We  must  re- 
ject utterly  any  doctrine  of  American  exclusiveness  in  interest  and  in 
international  action. 

Today  the  chief  impediment  to  such  a  policy  is  the  currently  preva- 
lent doctrine  of  national  self-interest.  That  doctrine  undermines  and 
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sacrifices  interests  within  the  nation  and  the  values  of  the  American 
way  of  hfe  to  a  false  national  unity.  It  makes  the  nation  a  creature  and 
victim  of  the  internecine  strife  of  an  international  order  whose  mem- 
bers are  puppets.  It  fails  to  make  American  foreign  policy  a  continua- 
tion, a  projection,  and  a  fulfillment  of  those  ethical  purposes  which 
Americans  have  long  professed  and  pursued.  It  fails  to  acknowledge  or 
assert  that  in  the  present  interconnected  world  we  can  continue  effec- 
tively to  pursue  those  purposes  only  by  sharing  them  and  extending 
their  reach. 

It  is  America's  special  mission,  as  it  is  our  one  hope  for  sustained  en- 
joyment of  our  way  of  life,  to  champion  in  the  world  the  lasting  ethical 
insights  of  the  "Western  tradition.  We  must  combat  their  heretical  per- 
version by  Communism.  We  must  struggle  against  their  perverse,  un- 
intentional, and  unrecognized  abandonment  by  the  nation-states  of 
Western  Europe.  Our  first  obligation  then  becomes  not  to  abandon 
them  ourselves.  At  the  very  moment  when  the  attainment  of  power 
offers  us  the  opportunity  to  achieve  and  spread  our  best  insights,  we 
must  at  all  costs  avoid  the  European  errors  in  political  thought  and 
practice  which  for  well-nigh  two  centuries  we  have  courageously  com- 
batted  and  forthrightly  rejected. 


V 


The  nature 

of  America's  interests 


^ 


The  underlying  principles 

Isolationism,  individualism  and  legalism,  and  the  idea  of  an  exclusive 
national  interest  as  bases  for  America  foreign  policy  all  have  seeming 
warrant  in  our  past.  Yet  they  all  involve  some  misinterpretation  of  that 
past,  and  in  the  present  they  betray  the  underlying  principles  which 
we  inherited  from  the  culture  of  the  West  and  have  striven  to  realize 
by  the  aid  of  a  generous  environment  and  of  liberating  institutions 
happily  consonant  with  its  reach  and  variety.  To  those  principles  we 
must  remain  true  at  home.  From  them  alone  we  can  derive  policies  in 
dealing  with  others  which  will  render  our  whole  enterprise  as  a  social 
nation,  wherein  government  is  a  useful  servant,  a  coherent  whole.  Only 
so  can  we  be  secure  at  home  while  being  supported  and  accepted  as  leader 
by  all  freedom-loving  peoples  abroad. 

By  tradition  and  moral  principle  alike,  the  true  national  interest  of 
the  American  people  is  to  cherish  and  further  within  a  protecting  gov- 
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ernmental  and  legal  order  all  those  specific  interests  and  groups  which 
contribute  to  the  making  and  vitality  of  the  social  nation.  They,  and 
Whitman's  individual  person,  who  is  the  ultimate  concern  and  bene- 
ficiary both  of  the  public  order  and  of  voluntary  associations,  are  un- 
der our  system  alike  protected  by  rights,  which  themselves  must  be 
appropriately  defined  to  meet  modern  needs.  The  objectives  of  our 
society  are  to  maximize  the  amount  and  variety  of  available  consumer 
goods;  to  maximize  the  release  of  men's  energies  in  producing  them  and 
to  insure  personal  satisfactions  in  the  process;  and,  finally,  to  provide 
the  highest  possible  development  and  enjoyment  of  the  moral,  spiritual, 
and  aesthetic  capacities  of  all  our  members. 

Such  a  statement  of  objectives  constitutes  a  definition  of  the  real 
national  interest.  On  that  definition,  that  interest  is  manifestly  in  its 
principles  universal,  and  in  practice  cannot  be  realized  by  parochial 
narrowness,  by  selfish  exclusiveness,  or  by  a  power  which  relies  on  force 
as  its  primary  instrument.  Success  in  struggles  between  Powers,  and 
the  achievement  of  ascendancy  among  them  through  fear  and  com- 
pulsion, are  not  America's  interest  as  a  people.  Rather,  we  must  offer 
and  freely  export  to  others  our  own  values,  and,  insofar  as  we  may, 
means  to  pursue  and  realize  them,  without  any  attempt  at  imposition. 
We  must  bid  for  world  leadership  on  the  ground  that  we  represent 
a  moral  order  and  purpose  which,  by  reason  of  its  own  binding  logic, 
imposes  no  dogma  and  demands  no  conformity  beyond  commitment  to 
the  method  of  freedom. 

The  American  view  of  the  purposes  of  man  in  society  is  unique  in  its 
devising  of  suitable  institutions  for  their  pursuit  and  implementation. 
It  necessitates  an  approach  to  foreign  affairs  which  reflects  that  unique- 
ness. By  implication,  it  defines  our  principled  overall  purpose  in  inter- 
national relations.  It  makes  the  American  national  interest  essentially 
international.  Thus  the  American  view  of  life  not  only  permits  but 
positively  necessitates  the  unifying  of  internal  and  international  princi- 
ples of  policy. 

The  present  strength,  the  vast  power,  the  potential  force  of  this 
country  are  all  clear  enough.  By  the  mere  fact  of  its  power,  the  United 
States  is  bound  to  be  of  major  concern  to  others  in  making  their  own 
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calculations,  in  formulating  their  own  goals,  and  in  pursuing  their  own 
interests.  Their  concern  is  independent  of  our  intent  to  give  or  not  to 
give  material  and  moral  leadership  in  the  world,  or  to  any  parts  of  it. 
But  the  conditions  of  modern  interdependence  make  a  Shangri-La  isola- 
tion on  our  part  impossible,  since  it  cannot  be  achieved  by  the  uni- 
lateral action  of  a  power  desiring  it.  While  weak  nations  confront  am- 
bition, a  strong  one  faces  envy.  Nor  is  it  today  possible  to  leave  a  major 
area  of  international  activities  to  the  chance  vagaries  and  the  chancy 
involvements  of  individual  economic  judgment  and  action.  Even  a 
narrow  expediency  and  the  simplest  concern  for  a  sustained  though 
rudimentary  safety  make  a  positive  and  participating  foreign  pohcy  a 
necessary  part  of  our  politics.  The  probable  impact  of  happenings  else- 
where is  an  inevitable  consideration  in  the  overall  conduct  of  our  public 
and  private  lives.  If  we  desire  to  avoid  statism  at  home  and  to  seek  and 
ensue  our  purposes  both  there  and  abroad,  we  must  reject  the  concept 
of  national  interest  as  the  national  power  of  an  organismic  or  idealist 
state  engaged  in  a  struggle  for  success  through  triumph  by  means  of 
power  politics. 

The  ideas  of  a  pubHc  order  limited  by  rights  and  devoted  to  their 
protection,  of  a  social  order  flourishing  under  their  aegis,  and  of  persons 
as  the  final  and  proper  beneficiaries  of  both,  allow  us  to  avoid  these  vari- 
ous ills.  In  their  light,  we  may  develop  foreign  policies  which  permit 
and  encourage  flexibility  and  expediency  without  abandoning  principle, 
which  we  shall  use  as  criterion  and  as  selector  among  alternatives.  Since 
our  national  interest  is  to  preserve  and  develop  the  fluid  social  nation 
at  home,  while  the  principles  on  which  our  nation  rests  are  of  universal 
applicability,  our  international  interest  is  to  preserve  and  further  those 
principles  in  the  world.  Such  furtherance  is  also  a  condition  of  safety 
for  our  institutions  and  mores  in  their  own  homeland.  It  is  likewise  an 
inner  moral  compulsion.  Otherwise  our  institutions  will  wither  from 
spiritual  atrophy  and  lack  of  positive  idealism,  quite  apart  from  any 
harm  to  be  done  them  by  possible  military  attacks  on  our  shores.  Hap- 
pily, however,  our  own  commitment  to  variety  and  openness  permits 
recognition  and  respect  for  diversities  of  situation,  of  institutions,  and 
of  aspirations  elsewhere.  In  selling  our  view  and  way  of  life,  we  are  not 
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driven  to  Impose  a  rigid  dogma  and  to  export  an  institutional  strait]  acket. 
The  international  interest  of  the  American  social  nation  is  a  generous 
and  humane  tolerance  which  encourages  and  aids  other  peoples  to  their 
own  development.  It  supports  genuine  cultural  nationalism.  It  combats 
only  that  perversion  of  national  distinctiveness  known  as  integral  na- 
tionalism, whereunder  the  nation-state  seeks  to  embrace  and  absorb  in 
its  service  all  persons  and  all  associations  which  function  within  its 
territory.  For  such  nationalism  normally  rests  on  force,  and  is  always 
hostile  to  free  variety.  The  leaders  of  the  integral  nation  use  force  to 
achieve  an  artificial  unity  at  home,  and  to  impose  their  dogma  and 
their  control  on  other  peoples  abroad.  By  contrast,  the  sole  limits  on 
our  own  tolerance  result  from  our  commitment  to  the  method  of 
freedom.  That  commitment  compels  us  to  combat  all  types  of  totali- 
tarian tyranny,  by  ideological  warfare  when  possible,  by  force  when 
necessary.  It  requires  a  refusal  to  ally  ourselves  with  such  regimes; 
a  deliberate  resistance  to  their  expansion;  and,  under  certain  conditions, 
even  an  intervention  in  their  own  lands  to  prevent  oppression  by  them 
and  to  aid  in  their  overthrow  or  transformation.  Our  own  basic  con- 
cept of  the  ultimacy  of  personality  makes  it  impossible  for  us  to  ap- 
prove the  policies,  the  leaders,  or  the  deliberate  supporters  of  such 
regimes.  Our  purpose,  in  unyielding  opposition  to  them,  is  to  promote 
the  conversion,  the  liberation,  and  the  welfare  of  their  peoples,  whom 
we  recognize  as  beings  possessed  both  of  general  human  and  of  specific 
national  endowments  and  heritages.  As  a  nation,  our  principle  of  inter- 
national interest  is  not  power  or  empire  over  others,  nor  enforced 
hegemony  among  them.  It  consists  rather  in  a  doctrine  of  cultural  free 
trade  among  nations  whose  basis  is  a  law  of  comparative  cultural  ad- 
vantage. That  law  is  nonetheless  real  because  its  content  is  not  neatly 
definable.  Under  it,  the  common  stock  of  humanity  is  enriched  by  the 
full  development  of  the  special  insights  and  creative  abilities  of  com- 
ponent national  units,  which,  when  unconstrained,  improve  the  world's 
cultural  stock  by  cross-fertilization. 
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The  American  nation  social,  not  political 

To  insist  that  our  interest  as  a  people  is  both  social  and  international  is 
not  to  deny  the  reality  of  national  interest.  It  is,  rather,  to  define 
its  nature.  National  interest  is  of  necessity  the  inescapable  criterion  of 
policy.  To  argue  that  politics,  internal  or  international,  ought  to  be 
conducted  in  disregard  of  the  national  interest  or  in  opposition  to  it 
would  be  nonsensical,  and  would  involve  internal  contradiction,  logical 
or  psychological.  But  the  view  which  holds  that  national  interest  is  a 
purely  self-regarding  matter  and  is  to  be  conceived  and  pursued  with- 
out respect  for  other  nations  is  equally  erroneous  and  equally  non- 
sensical. The  power  and  purposes  of  other  peoples  should  not  be  treated 
merely  as  terms  in  an  equation  for  our  solution,  and  as  of  no  moral 
concern  to  us.  Our  national  interest  is  not  simply  to  generate  power 
and  use  force  for  ends  peculiar  to  ourselves.  It  is  misguided  for  us  to 
neglect  or  minimize  the  interests  we  share  with  others,  or  to  look  on 
such  sharing  as  chance  and  temporary  consonance  of  power  objectives 
only. 

Unfortunately,  defenders  of  a  narrow  realism  in  foreign  policy  have 
tried  to  monopolize  the  term  "national  interest,"  and  to  equate  it  with 
tough-minded  unconcern  for  the  well-being  of  other  peoples.  They 
have  used  it  to  combat  more  generous  viewpoints  and  to  attack  the  pro- 
ponents of  such  viewpoints  as  being  careless  of  the  welfare  of  their 
own  people.  What  is  more,  the  endeavor  has  largely  succeeded.  Power 
politics  is  patriotism,  and  the  larger  view  is  either  disloyalty  or,  what 
may  be  equally  harmful,  a  utopianism  which  deprives  the  nation  both 
of  power  and  of  needed  morale.  That  the  definition  of  the  nation's 
interest  as  moral  and  international  may  under  present-day  conditions 
prove  also  more  practically  serviceable  for  generating  American  power 
and  promoting  the  prestige  of  leadership  is  cavalierly  ignored. 

The  teaching  of  realistic  national  interest  was  no  doubt  begotten  of 
disenchantment  with  moral  abstractions,  and  with  those  pietistical 
platitudes  which  in  the  recent  past  so  often  accompanied  our  foreign 
pohcy  pronouncements.  The  reaction  was  as  intelhgible  as  it  was  ex- 
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cessive.  But  its  reality  makes  it  necessary  to  insist  that  the  idea  of  na- 
tional interest  is  not  a  specific  policy  dogma  which  is  the  exclusive 
property  of  excluding  particularists,  who  treat  other  peoples  as  mere 
means  to  our  own  ends.  Their  desire  to  rule  out  any  concern  for  other 
peoples  in  the  calculation  of  our  material  interest  gives  such  narrow 
nationalists  no  exclusive  claim  to  a  pure  and  undefiled  American  loy- 
alty. For  the  interests  of  the  people  of  this  nation  are  inescapably  in- 
ternational. Hence  a  properly  defined  internationalism  cannot  be  the 
antagonist  of  a  sound  theory  and  practice  of  our  national  interest.  It 
must  constitute  the  essential  foundation  and  condition  of  enlightened 
policy.  We  must  refuse  a  monopoly  of  the  term  "national  interest"  to 
professed  realists.  We  must  make  clear  that  the  concept  of  our  inter- 
national interest  signifies  no  lack  of  concern  for  American  well-being. 
Rather,  it  emphasizes  the  fact  that  such  well-being  rests  on  a  positive 
participation  and  leadership  in  world  affairs.  For  the  sake  of  success  we 
cannot,  as  in  morals  we  should  not,  treat  other  nations  as  means  only. 
We  must  discover  a  principle  by  which  to  steer  between  ruthless  power 
politics  on  the  one  hand  and  naively  Utopian  unrealism  on  the  other. 
Success  in  that  undertaking  will  also  eliminate  confusion  at  home.  It 
will  eliminate  a  narrowed  and  narrowing  concept  of  loyalty.  It  will 
prevent  and  minimize  false  imputations  of  disloyalty  or  disinterest  in 
American  welfare. 

Since  the  inception  of  the  Republic,  American  statesmen  have  pro- 
claimed that  national  interest  is  the  firmament  on  which  our  foreign 
policy  rests,  or  ought  to  rest.  When  need  be,  they  have  urgently  insisted 
on  the  defense  or  promotion  of  that  interest.  They  have  likewise  de- 
bated as  to  what  constitutes  its  underlying  principle,  and  what  specific 
pohcies  it  implies  or  imposes.  Yet  until  our  own  day  the  all  too  simple 
idea  that  national  interest  was  a  single  dictum,  to  be  formulated  and 
expressed  through  a  monistic  and  majestic  State,  has  rarely  achieved 
widespread  acceptance.  Indeed,  the  paradox  is  that  throughout  our  long 
insulationist  history  we  broadly  avoided  any  concept  of  a  national 
super-being,  whereas  in  this  period  of  avowed  internationalist  commit- 
ment and  purpose  we  are  approaching  the  European  view  of  the  nation- 
state,  at  least  insofar  as  the  conduct  of  foreign  policy  is  concerned.  The 
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development  is  ironical,  since  today  most  European  leaders  are  aware 
that  the  worship  of  the  nation-state  has  proved  deleterious  to  European 
culture.  We  have  long  urged  its  evil;  and  we  do  not  today  seek  to 
promote  European  union  in  order  to  create  a  bigger  and  better  national- 
ist power  unit. 

Indeed,  the  American  experience  gives  little  warrant,  as  the  great 
ethical  systems  give  no  sanction,  to  a  concept  of  national  interest  based 
on  those  doctrines  which  hold  that  the  state  is  a  super-being,  whether 
as  the  locus  of  perfected  reason  or  as  a  quasi-biological  super  organism. 
The  pursuit  of  power  without  regard  to  purpose,  and  the  embodiment 
and  expression  of  power  in  the  integral  nation,  are  courses  we  have 
lastingly  deplored.  From  the  colonial  beginnings,  and  certainly  long 
before  the  Revolution,  many  leaders  on  these  shores  were  critical  of 
monarchy.  Indeed,  by  Puritan  doctrine  itself  they  were  antimonarchical, 
whatever  their  dependence  on  the  throne  for  the  very  bases  of  their 
legal  existence  and  their  territorial  rights.  The  experience  of  colonial 
life  in  thirteen  simple  colonies  carved  from  a  wilderness  was  inimical 
to  centralization  and  to  a  dominantly  political  loyalty  to  the  state. 
Later  colonial  experience  with  the  mother  country  reinforced  these 
tendencies.  The  Revolution  itself  completed  the  work  and  fixed  an 
underlying  pattern.  The  defining  of  national  interest  as  the  interest 
of  the  state,  whether  monarchical  or  the  constitutionalized  heir  of 
monarchy,  became  lastingly  difficult. 

The  idea  of  national  interest  was  indeed  developed  early  in  the 
United  States.  It  has  remained  a  touchstone  for  the  measuring  of  poHcy, 
The  reasons  are  in  essence  simple.  The  Founding  Fathers  were  at  once 
revolutionaries  and  self-made  heirs  of  the  doctrine  that  statesmanship 
was  the  appropriate  and  highest  calling  of  the  natural  or  aristocratic 
leaders  of  society.  That  view  had  emerged  during  the  Whig  Revolution 
in  England.  At  that  time,  landed  and  commercial  leaders  inherited  the 
major  and  essential  functions  once  the  prerogatives  of  Divine  Right 
monarchy.  They  did  so  by  default,  and  as  the  culmination  of  a  revolu- 
tionary movement  which  they  ended  and  completed.  In  due  course  their 
heritage  was  transferred  to  the  colonies.  There  our  Founding  Fathers, 
themselves  successful  revolutionaries,  were  driven  to  organize  public 
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power  as  they  sought  lasting  safety  for  their  creation.  They  had  sepa- 
rated themselves  from  the  country  whose  legal  possession  they  had 
been.  They  were  bound  to  proclaim  that,  whatever  their  distinctions  and 
peculiarities,  they  were  a  nation-state  belonging  to  the  system  of  states 
developed  by  and  in  Europe  from  the  Peace  of  Westphalia  on.  Jefferson 
stated  the  position  forcefully  in  the  Declaration  of  Independence.  But 
the  new  member  had  to  insist  on  its  status.  It  had  its  special  interests 
to  further  within  the  system.  It  was  the  task  of  our  statesmen,  having 
secured  our  membership,  to  implement  and  define  those  interests  by 
suitable  policies.  As  revolutionaries  and  republicans  welding  a  whole 
from  separate  colonies,  they  were  especially  driven  to  use  the  concepts 
of  a  nation,  a  national  people,  and  a  national  interest  for  organizing 
purposes,  internal  not  less  than  international.  It  is  well  not  to  forget 
that  the  United  States  was  the  first  to  stress  the  modern  concepts  of 
nationality  and  national  independence.  It  happily  long  avoided  the 
European  corollary,  nationalism,  which  speedily  followed  on  the  na- 
tional idea  proclaimed  in  the  French  Revolution,  and  variously  spread, 
perverted,  and  inhibited  of  expression  by  Napoleon. 

The  social  and  geographical  facts  of  American  life,  even  when 
coupled  with  distrust  of  distant  political  authority  and  function,  did 
not  of  themselves  prevent  our  early  statesmen  from  developing  a  con- 
cept of  national  interest.  Indeed,  our  national  government  was  en- 
dowed with  exclusive  authority  in  the  sphere  of  foreign  affairs  just 
because  some  recognition  of  collective  interest  was  imperative.  That 
power  in  its  turn  facilitated  the  public  exploration  of  the  nature  of 
that  interest  by  statesmen.  Nevertheless,  the  conditions  of  our  society 
did  inhibit  any  tendency  on  the  part  of  ordinary  men  to  conceive  of 
their  loyalty  and  their  nationality  as  primarily  political,  and  oriented 
towards  the  federal  government.  Men  as  citizens  generally  met  their 
legal  obligations  to  that  government,  and  where  necessary  bore  arms  in 
furtherance  of  the  nation's  policies.  Yet  their  co-operation  was  some- 
times grudging,  and  the  willingness  to  serve  as  soldiers  was  not  always 
overgreat,  as  the  Union  leaders  discovered  in  the  Civil  "War.  Even  in 
our  own  day  military  service  remains  for  most  a  regrettable,  though 
real,  necessity.  In  the  name  of  national  interest  it  interferes  with  the 
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normal  pursuit  of  individual  interests.  The  sum  of  those  interests  is 
held  ideally  to  constitute  the  more  appropriate  long-term  interest  of 
the  nation.  Further,  the  original  right  of  the  citizen  to  bear  arms, 
which  was  publicly  conceived  as  in  the  national  interest  because  it 
provided  a  reservoir  of  trained  men,  was  in  truth  doubly  antistatist.  It 
rested  on  fear  of  professional  armies,  as  well  as  an  unwillingness  to  rely 
on  them.  For  such  armies  were  normally  instruments  of  governments 
which  identified  national  interest  with  the  rulers'  conceptions  of  public 
power  and  prestige.  The  right  was  supported,  secondly,  by  a  popular 
sense  that  a  citizen  body  accustomed  to  use  arms  was  a  wholesome 
check  on  the  possible  temptation  to  government  to  act  oppressively. 
The  people  constituted  the  nation,  and  any  reminder  to  persons  in 
authority  that  they  would  do  well  not  to  equate  their  ambitions  with 
its  interests,  nor  endeavor  to  make  it  their  pHable  instruments,  was 
wholesome. 

In  general,  Americans  have  rejected  outright  the  idea  of  a  nation 
as  a  real  super-being,  endowed  with  independent  life  and  interests,  as 
they  have  well-nigh  escaped  the  European  concept  of  the  state.  Cer- 
tainly the  idea  that  men  should  be  sacrificed  to  the  one  or  the  other,  or 
to  the  two  in  combination,  is  repulsive  to  them;  as  is  the  view  that 
public  authorities  are  the  primary  force  in  the  formulation  of  concepts 
of  national  interest.  There  have  been,  it  is  true,  nationalist  movements 
in  these  United  States.  But,  owing  to  the  absence  of  equally  powerful 
neighbors,  they  have  been  strikingly  different  from  European  move- 
ments. Also,  they  have  generally  been  short-lived,  and  have  rarely  cap- 
tured a  widespread  and  deep  enthusiasm.  Thus  the  first  major  move- 
ment of  this  sort  after  the  Constitutional  period,  our  excursion  against 
Mexico,  was  severely  criticized  alike  by  transcendentalists  and  by  in- 
terests differently  oriented  in  geography  and  commerce.  It  ended  with 
the  deepening  of  sectional  conflict  and  the  defection  of  Calhoun.  The 
nationalism  of  the  Civil  War  period  and  after  led,  it  is  true,  to  new 
constitutional  concepts  of  the  nature  of  the  Union.  Yet  it  was  less 
than  successful  in  its  attempted  introduction  of  alien  ideas  of  sov- 
ereignty and  nation-state.  Indeed,  the  very  forces  supporting  the  Union 
were  in  major  part  antistatist,  individualistic,  and  voluntaristic  in  out- 
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look.  Later  still,  the  Impact  of  German  ideas  in  the  creation  of  Ameri- 
can academic  political  and  social  science  failed  utterly  to  bring  any- 
widespread  conversion  to  the  European  ideas  of  state  and  nation.  The 
most  forceful  proponents  of  these  alien  doctrines  were  themselves 
driven  by  outer  circumstances  and  inner  conviction  to  the  defense  of 
liberty,  of  property,  and  of  enterprise  beyond  the  purview  of  govern- 
ment or  state. 

The  American  regards  his  government  as  an  instrument  designed  for 
his  use  and  convenience.  But  unHke  those  Europeans  who  share  this 
view,  he  does  not  attain  a  simple  monistic  view  of  national  interest 
by  making  the  state  his  central  symbol  of  loyalty  and  identification. 
Like  Europeans,  indeed,  he  reverences  the  symbols  of  the  collective 
public  order,  such  as  the  flag  (to  which  as  youth  he  has  repeatedly 
pledged  allegiance).  Yet  loyalty  to  his  nation,  though  real  and  deep,  is 
little  related  to  the  panoply  of  public  life.  The  occasions  when  the 
American  thrills  to  the  acts  of  statesmen  because  they  embody  the  sense 
and  reveal  the  majesty  of  his  nation  are  rare  indeed. 

It  is  for  such  reasons  that  the  American  nation  may  properly  be 
called  social,  rather  than  narrowly  political.  American  loyalty  tends 
rather  to  center  around  institutions,  from  the  family  outward;  around 
regions,  sections  and  scenery,  and  ways  of  life;  around  personal  free- 
dom and  enterprise;  and  around  neighbor liness.  These  interests  may 
be  loosely  summed  up  as  the  much-vaunted  American  way  of  life.  For 
all  its  varieties  of  connotation,  and  despite  all  abuses  committed  and 
narrowly  selfish  interests  defended  in  its  name,  that  way  symbolizes  a 
central  core  of  experience,  emotion,  and  attachment.  It  is  not  a  statist 
concept.  It  is  not  identified  with  government.  Though  it  includes  our 
political  mores,  it  is  not  in  feeling  political.  Yet  it  symbolizes  the  funda- 
mental concerns  which  it  is  the  national  interest  to  protect  and  promote. 

Foreign  policies  proclaimed  or  pursued  by  statesmen  are  at  bottom 
judged  in  the  national  interest  when  devoted  to  such  protection  and 
furtherance.  Hence  glory  and  aggrandizement  of  the  nation-state  are 
not,  for  Americans,  synonymous  with  national  interest.  Moreover,  be- 
cause that  interest  is  social  rather  than  political,  Americans  can  look 
on  the  state  as  purely  instrumental,  yet  at  the  same  time  admit  that 
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their  satisfactions,  both  instrumental  and  final,  can  and  must  come  from 
identification  with  shared  national  interests.  They  can  share  in  national 
interests  without  being  driven  to  glorify  a  super-being  whose  claim  is 
sacrifice,  whose  characteristic  ultimate  instrument  is  force,  and  whose 
essential  impact  upon  its  own  members  is  external  and  impersonal.  The 
point  may  be  made  negatively  by  noting  the  relative  difficulty  in  this 
country,  as  against  England  and  parts  of  Europe,  of  associating  the  basic 
emotional  elements  of  local  attachment — the  particular  sights  and 
sounds  and  smells  so  dear  to  the  poet — with  the  devotion  to  political 
institutions  and  to  sacrifice  in  furtherance  of  national  policies.  The 
linkage  is  difficult  to  accomplish  by  means  of  propaganda.  Crisis  apart, 
it  is  rarely  made  by  the  individual  either  unconsciously  or  by  a  delib- 
erate act  of  will. 

The  peculiar  conception  of  the  American  self  is  a  product  of  a  long- 
lived  individualism,  of  local  community,  of  the  open  horizons  asso- 
ciated with  the  frontier,  and  of  the  vast  range  in  place  and  in  ways  of 
living  of  the  American  adventure.  It  reflects,  commemorates,  and  pre- 
serves the  pluralistic  diversity  of  a  variegated  environment  populated 
by  persons  and  groups  of  highly  diverse  origins  and  experience.  It 
renders  old-world  concepts  of  national  interest — with  their  stress  on 
power  politics  and  balance  of  power — meaningless  and  inapplicable  to 
the  American  situation. 

Admittedly  the  American  concept  is  more  imprecise  than  these.  To 
be  useable,  it  requires  continuous  redefinition  and  recompounding.  That 
need  makes  difiiculties  for  our  own  and  foreign  statesmen,  as  well  as  for 
the  analyst  who  seeks  for  pattern  and  formula.  Nor  are  those  difficulties 
lessened  by  the  inherent  unpredictabilities  of  our  political-governmental 
system,  which  are  probably  at  their  greatest  in  the  realm  of  foreign 
affairs.  Yet  in  the  modern  world  of  conscious,  awakened,  and  aspiring 
peoples  such  change  and  imprecision  have  one  great  potential  advan- 
tage: the  tying  of  national  interest  to  fluidity  in  social  theory  and  prac- 
tice. True,  they  may  lead  to  an  exclusive  selfishness  due  to  our  en- 
deavor to  preserve  the  privileges  of  our  way  of  life,  the  products  of  a 
combination  of  favorable  circumstances  and  creative  energies.  But 
they  warrant  some  hope  that  America's  root  concern  and  its  ultimate 
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concept  of  the  national  interest  may  be  the  spreading  and  sharing,  with 
all  due  adaptation  and  without  intolerance,  of  its  societal  blessings. 
They  raise  some  expectation  that  we  may  avoid  a  narrowed  and  re- 
sented search  for  the  magnificence  of  imperial  power,  which  is  always 
at  least  a  snare,  a  delusion,  and  a  pointless  sacrifice  of  persons. 

In  any  event,  this  American  idea  provides  bases  for  avoiding  a  naive 
utopianism  unrelated  to  our  interests  and  attachments.  It  likewise  es- 
capes the  moral  corruptions  of  a  power  politics  whose  course  is  lasting 
statism  on  the  one  hand  and  repeated  tensions  beyond  peaceful  solution 
on  the  other.  It  therefore  holds  superior  promise  in  a  world  where 
world  conquest  and  peaceful  isolation  are  equally  delusive  aspirations. 
In  the  present  bipolar  world,  the  alternatives  offered  to  lesser  powers 
are  acceptance  of  a  totalitarian  statism  or  alliance  with  a  nation  whose 
social  order  permits  experiment  and  variety  without  sacrificing  cohesion 
and  commitment  to  principle.  The  preservation  and  furtherance  of 
these  institutional  patterns  are  the  essential  concepts  of  national  interest 
of  the  two  major  powers  involved.  The  root  problems  of  American 
national  interest  would  seem  to  be  to  draw  the  proper  inferences  from 
its  own  concept,  to  implement  them  at  home  and  abroad,  and  to  per- 
suade others  alike  of  the  reality  and  the  validity  of  its  position. 


Policy  as  application  of  America's  philosophy 

The  implications  of  such  an  attitude  towards  politics  for  our  dealings 
with  other  peoples  are  fairly  clear.  First  of  all,  on  our  own  principles  we 
are  enabled  to  avoid  the  evils  of  attempted  imposition  of  our  own  in- 
stitutions and  of  the  present  content  and  use  of  our  values  on  others 
differently  located  in  place  and  in  the  time  of  their  cultural  develop- 
ment. Yet  we  are  not  thereby  driven  to  an  uncritical  tolerance  and  a 
lack  of  all  discriminations.  We  may  properly  maintain  the  underlying 
principles  of  our  seeking  and  of  human  freedom,  even  while  we  show 
respect  for  the  inevitably  changing  and  varied  content  of  natural  law 
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and  rights  which  are  the  conditions  and  means  to  the  development  of 
the  person  in  and  through  organized  societies  under  government. 

That  achievement  of  a  principle  of  discrimination  may  seem  minor. 
Yet  our  whole  struggle  against  totalitarianism,  and  for  a  democratic 
union,  has  hitherto  been  grievously  lacking  in  clarity  through  the  ab- 
sence of  a  settled  basis  for  distinction  between  a  principled  expediency 
and  temporary  expedients.  We  have  found  it  difficult  to  differentiate 
between  true  friends  and  those  foes  who  do  not  chance  for  the  moment 
to  be  avowed  enemies  but  pose  as  allies.  We  have  had  still  greater  diffi- 
culty in  making  clear  to  others  that  we  are  aware  of  the  difference. 
Moreover,  our  own  thinking  about  foreign  affairs,  and  about  our  place 
and  mission  in  the  world,  has  been  distorted  and  confused  by  lack  of 
such  principled  differentiation. 

Our  heritage  of  moral  suspicion  of  forceful  expansion  and  our  con- 
demnation of  imperial  adventure  go  back  at  least  as  far  as  transcen- 
dentaUst  criticism  of  the  Mexican  War.  But  a  generally  critical  attitude 
towards  more  subtle  expansionist  tendencies,  where  force,  symbolized 
by  the  Marines,  was  in  the  background,  stems  from  this  century's 
critics  of  Caribbean  imperialism  and  so-called  dollar  diplomacy.  Those 
criticisms  were  originally  grounded  in  a  recognition  that  economics 
may  be  as  powerful  as  politics,  and  that  it  indeed  constitutes  the 
essence  of  politics.  They  were  based  on  the  subtle  infiltration  of  doc- 
trines of  economic  determinism  derived  ultimately  from  Marx.  But 
in  the  course  of  the  years  they  developed  into  a  more  generic  and  dog- 
matic suspicion  of  any  attempt  to  exert  influence  on  other  peoples,  or 
to  urge  them  towards  our  own  ways  and  viewpoints. 

At  length  any  suggestion  that  our  ways  were  superior  was  looked  on 
askance.  We  should  not  have  any  political  and  cultural  ideas  for  export 
except  on  a  positive  demand  by  others.  Such  a  demand  was  improbable. 
Our  professed  superiorities  were  subjective  and  relative.  Our  pride  and 
sense  of  superiority  are  not  for  export.  They  ought  to  be  purely  for 
home  consumption.  They  should  be  hidden  as  far  as  possible  from  the 
rest  of  the  world. 

To  avoid  any  false  sense  of  superiority  is  indeed  necessary  to  American 
primacy  and  leadership  in  a  co-partnership  of  peoples  committed  to  free- 
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dom.  An  impatient  withdrawal  from  the  world  and  an  equally  impa- 
tient, and  exasperatedly  forceful,  intervention  and  imposition  of  our 
ways  on  its  peoples  are  alike  damaging  to  our  true  national  interest.  Yet 
we  must  also  overcome  our  inner  sense  of  helpless  unworthiness.  We 
must  abandon  that  misguided  tolerance  which,  inspired  by  the  fear  of 
improper  pressure  on  others,  can  so  readily  obscure  our  own  Ught.  We 
must  not  disguise  or  destroy  the  reality  of  our  shared  interest  in  a 
crusade  on  behalf  of  freedom  for  men  and  of  fluidity  in  their  societies. 
The  errors  of  vulgar  contempt,  vulgar  unconcern,  and  vulgar  im- 
position are  not  to  be  met  by  a  shamed  and  shameful  withdrawal.  In 
the  name  of  respect  for  other  peoples,  we  cannot  abandon  the  duty  of 
selective  discrimination  between  allies  and  enemies.  We  must  make 
clear  our  emphatic  commitment  to  the  former.  To  carry  out  our  obliga- 
tion requires  penetrating  discrimination  and  selective  action. 

In  their  absence,  our  persuasion  on  behalf  of  democratic  values  lacks 
a  coherent  consistency.  Our  assurances  of  purpose  and  intent  fail  to 
carry  conviction.  Our  propaganda  stands  revealed  as  expedient  lip- 
service.  Others  may  judge  it  deliberate  hypocrisy,  used  to  support  the 
temporary  or  lasting  interests  of  our  national  power.  Certainly  they 
will  question  whether  we  regard  ourselves  as  morally  involved  in  their 
fate.  They  will  doubt  whether  we  really  hold  dear  the  values  which  they 
and  we  alike  profess.  In  a  world  of  clashing  ideologies,  we  shall  therefore 
fail  to  generate  effective  power  by  propaganda.  For  high-sounding  ap- 
peals which  are  not  in  line  with  behavior  and  manifest  intention  beget 
disillusion.  Thereby  in  the  long  run  they  encourage  desertion  to  the 
enemy,  whose  morale  is  immediately  strengthened  and  whose  cause  is 
aided  by  recognition  and  exploitation  of  our  less  than  candid  proclama- 
tions. 

Russia's  own  dishonesty  is  still  plausibly  hidden  by  its  use  of  the 
promise  of  ultimate  good  and  freedom,  which  will  become  reahty  only 
after  necessary  submission  and  dictatorship.  We  cannot  convincingly 
expose  and  combat  dishonesty  when  we  fail  to  follow  ovit  our  own  teach- 
ing of  freedom  in  process  as  a  common  and  shared  adventure  and 
achievement.  Our  own  doctrine  gives  us  no  plausible  grounds  for  post- 
ponement of  concern  for  the  well-being  of  persons.  Therefore  lack  of 
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coherence  in  our  professions  and  of  consonance  of  word  and  deed  is 
immediately  harmful  to  our  generating  power  in  ideological  warfare, 
which  is  a  battle  of  professed  moral  universals.  By  contrast,  the  Soviet 
leaders  can  on  their  premises  properly  argue  that  delay  in  achieving 
higher  standards  of  consumption  and  liberty  for  the  individual  is  not 
only  defensible,  but  inherently  necessary.  Indeed,  it  is  forced  on  them 
and  theirs  against  their  will  by  the  very  continuance  of  our  own  regime 
and  the  continuing  acceptance  in  many  lands  of  its  wrong  values  and 
methods.  Unless  we  can  show  that  our  own  ideal  is  as  genuine  as  it  is 
practicable,  we  lose  our  great  initial  advantage  of  the  promise  of  goods 
here-now  and  in  process.  We  ourselves  then  encourage  public  escapes 
from  freedom  on  the  part  of  others.  Yet  our  task  and  our  interest  is  to 
get  them  to  support  the  method  of  freedom  from  a  conviction  that, 
along  with  its  demand  for  endurance,  it  brings  present  and  ever-increas- 
ing material  and  spiritual  welfare. 


The  ethics  and  politics  of  intervention 

Support  of  our  values  neither  necessitates  nor  justifies  a  busybody's 
interference  in  the  affairs  of  other  peoples.  "We  must  clearly  distinguish 
between  the  essence  of  our  values  and  their  particular  and  varied  insti- 
tutional embodiments.  We  must  be  aware  that  other  peoples  are  often 
severely  limited  in  their  attempt  to  implement  the  principles  they  share 
with  us  by  conditions  they  cannot  readily  change.  Our  values  are  for 
export.  But  their  very  nature  necessitates  persuasion  and  acceptance 
rather  than  imposition.  It  is,  however,  legitimate  and  necessary  for  us 
to  judge  others  and  to  determine  our  policies  towards  them  in  the  light 
of  their  acceptance  or  rejection  of  such  values.  Our  material  power, 
and  hopes  for  our  help  and  fears  of  our  enmity,  may  produce  lip- 
service  to  those  values  by  others.  It  is  part  of  the  job  of  our  policy- 
makers and  of  informed  public  opinion  to  assess  the  honesty  of  such 
professions.  More  particularly,  it  is  the  task  of  the  former  to  watch  the 
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trend  of  performance  in  other  lands.  They  must  discover  whether  pro- 
fession and  performance  are  on  balance  and  through  time  consistent,  and 
they  must  determine  what  allowance  may  properly  be  made  for  diffi- 
cult circumstances  and  for  those,  occasional  lapses  from  grace  of  which 
we  ourselves  are  also  on  occasion  guilty.  They  must  then  inform  and 
alert  our  representatives  and  ourselves  as  to  the  realities  behind  verbal 
appearances.  As  a  nation,  we  may  at  the  outset  accept  word  for  deed, 
in  the  hope  that  profession  may  lead  to  performance.  We  may  reason- 
ably hope  that  the  desire  for  approval  and  the  fear  of  disapproval  by 
ourselves  and  like-minded  allies  will  result  in  progressive  realization 
of  democratic  values.  We  may  seek  to  strengthen  those  who  seek  such 
realization  by  our  sympathy  and  encouragement,  and  by  our  disap- 
proval of  inconsistent  behaviors.  But  performance  we  may  properly  re- 
quire. For  us  to  denounce  willful  failures,  to  withdraw  assistance  when 
those  in  authority  seem  determined  to  misuse  it,  and — where  the  need 
is  clear  and  the  opportunity  present — to  encourage  and  endorse  local 
opposition  to  governments  which  either  do  not  share  or  consistently 
betray  those  values  is  not  improper  intervention. 

Indeed,  in  countries  which  are  genuinely  committed  to  democratic 
method  and  purpose,  but  which  are  cursed  with  powerful  and  danger- 
ous antidemocratic  forces  and  parties,  we  have  a  right  and  an  obligation 
to  strengthen  and  encourage  our  friends  in  every  way  possible  and  ex- 
pedient. We  are  under  no  obligation  to  be  nonpartisan  in  the  affairs  of 
other  peoples  where  partisanship  means  support  of  our  own  values  and 
furtherance  of  our  moral  cause.  We  have  a  duty  to  assist  regimes  which 
are  in  fact  or  in  sincere  profession  committed  to  that  cause.  Indeed, 
such  partisanship  properly  complements  our  propaganda  to  alienate  the 
subjects  and  citizens  of  the  Soviet  regime,  of  the  present  Chinese  gov- 
ernment, and  of  the  satellite  nations  from  their  rulers,  and  to  encourage 
and  organize  those  already  alienated  and  in  covert  opposition. 

How  far  we  should  intervene  in  the  poUtics  and  use  pressure  to  change 
the  policies  of  other  nations  is  solely  a  question  of  expediency  in  the 
service  of  principle.  We  may  legitimately  hesitate  to  intervene  where  we 
are  uncertain  of  the  consequences  for  our  own  course,  though  where  pos- 
sible we  should  consult  our  friends  in  other  lands  as  to  what  is  advisable. 
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Moreover,  a  major  duty  of  diplomats  and  of  State  Department  is  to  find 
bases  for  assessment  of  what  the  short  and  long  term  consequences  of 
various  lines  of  action  and  inaction  will  probably  be.  With  all  possible 
aid  from  technical  experts,  they  must  advise  our  policy-makers  on  the 
techniques  and  timing  most  likely  to  bring  desired  results,  and  to  avoid 
unnecessary  antagonism. 

Clearly,  it  is  not  our  interest  to  give  aid  and  comfort  to  enemies 
of  regimes  which  are  our  principled  allies.  We  must  avoid  providing 
them  with  opportunities  for  internal  appeal  by  outraging  national  pride 
and  irritating  the  sensitivities  of  those  less  powerful  than  ourselves. 
In  particular,  in  our  dealings  with  democratic  regimes  we  must  be 
careful  not  to  give  countenance  to  anti-American  argument  and  ap- 
peal by  heavy-handcdness.  That  caution  is  above  all  necessary  in  deal- 
ing with  countries  governed  under  multi-party  systems.  Their  politi- 
cians are  pecuHarly  eager  for  advantage  and  tend  to  be  more  than 
normally  irresponsible.  Yet  our  statesmen,  aided  by  our  diplomats,  have 
to  judge  whether  temporary  alienation  and  strident  denunciation  will 
or  will  not  result  in  net  gains  for  the  democratic  cause.  They  have  to 
determine  whether  positive  support  of  constitutional  governments  by 
word  and  deed  may  not  in  the  long  run  be  less  costly,  morally  and  ma- 
terially, than  the  concession  of  silent  nonintervention  when  such  re- 
gimes are  threatened  by  subversive  opponents.  The  making  of  such 
decisions  lies  in  the  realm  of  expediency  where,  however  clear  one's 
principles,  error  is  always  possible  and  within  limits  forgivable. 

Our  honest  commitment  to  principle,  our  demonstration  that  we 
follow  and  further  it  at  home,  and  our  disinterested  support  of  it  abroad 
without  any  attempt  on  the  basis  of  our  own  selfish  interests  to  impose 
our  preferences  on  others  may  be  expected  to  produce  diminished  hos- 
tility towards  us  and  suspicion  of  us.  They  will  increase  other  people's 
willingness  to  Usten  to  our  advice  and  to  follow  it,  rather  than  to  regard 
it  as  illegitimate  interference.  It  is,  indeed,  such  considerations  which 
make  it  especially  important  to  define  and  maintain  our  rights  at  home, 
and  to  demonstrate  our  sustained  ability  to  cope  with  evils  and  lacks 
in  our  society  and  to  promote  its  own  ideal  of  classlessness.  They  like- 
wise make  clear  the  proper  scope  of  nonintervention.  We  must  recog- 
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nize  that  diversity  of  mores,  of  folkways,  and  of  institutions  is  legitimate 
and  inevitable.  We  must  show  that  we  respect  and  rejoice  in  such  differ- 
ences, subject  only  to  the  overriding  principle  of  sustained  freedom  for 
personality.  Even  were  it  possible  to  define  an  ideal  social  order,  we 
ourselves  would  not  have  achieved  it  and,  in  any  event,  could  not  im- 
pose it  on  others.  To  attempt  to  do  the  latter  would  be  absurd.  For  peo- 
ples are  shaped  and  limited  by  their  location,  their  history,  the  resources 
available  to  them,  and  their  whole  culture  as  a  going  concern.  No  com- 
mitment to  universal  values  warrants  our  denying  or  ignoring  this  cen- 
tral fact  of  human  experience.  From  Aristotle  through  Montesquieu 
down  to  our  own  sociological,  anthropological,  and  psychological  in- 
sights, awareness  of  such  diversity  has  at  once  necessitated  defense  of  the 
reign  of  principle  and  prevented  hope  for  the  perfection  of  man  through 
its  full  realization. 

The  expediency  of  particular  interventions  is  in  any  event  a  matter 
for  debate,  and  of  legitimate  differences  of  opinion.  We  must  become 
fully  aware  that  on  occasion  intervention  is  necessary  for  the  main- 
tenance and  furtherance  of  our  own  larger  international  interest.  We 
have  to  reject  the  long-lived  idea  that  nonintervention  is  a  duty.  In 
international  law  the  doctrine  of  nonintervention  is  counterbalanced 
in  part  by  a  generally  neglected  doctrine  of  the  right  of  intervention 
which  goes  beyond  protection  of  a  nation's  own  citizens  or  subjects. 
The  former  was  in  its  origin  a  corollary  of  monarchical  sovereignty, 
itself  a  means  to  secure  a  workable  international  order  of  law  and  to 
limit  the  frequency,  by  limiting  the  provoking  causes,  of  conflict  be- 
tween states.  Nonintervention  was  a  product  of  monarchical  national- 
ism and  of  secularism.  It  helped  to  avoid  conflicts  between  nations 
based  on  religious  differences  and  on  the  impulse  by  men  in  one  country 
to  come  to  the  assistance  of  oppressed  coreligionists  in  another.  It  was 
an  extension  to  the  international  realm  of  the  politique  doctrine  that 
the  earthly  interests  of  a  nation  should  not  be  sacrificed  on  behalf  of 
religion.  It  was  at  once  a  proper  corollary  of  the  celebrated  principle, 
cuius  regio,  eius  religio,  that  the  ruler  of  a  territory  determined  its 
religion,  and  a  critical  commentary  on  its  inevitable  consequences.  In 
our  own  time  it  has  continued  to  be  a  corollary  and  implication  of  the 
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doctrine  of  sovereignty  under  conditions  which  necessitate  co-operation 
and  reflect  interdependence  between  nations.  Yet  the  root  conflict  of 
our  time  does  not  involve  the  danger  of  destruction  of  earthly  order 
and  well-being  by  reason  of  diverse  interpretations  of  the  meaning  and 
road  to  God.  Rather,  religion  itself,  and  any  sound  system  of  ethics 
based  on  concern  for  the  person,  are  alike  endangered.  Moreover,  the 
doctrine  of  sovereignty  has  been  divorced  from  monarchy  and  from 
the  concept  of  the  ruler's  personal  responsibility.  It  has  become  rooted 
in  positivism,  with  a  total  loss  of  relation  to  that  natural  law  which 
it  once  awkwardly  supplemented  and  implemented. 

Under  such  circumstances  the  doctrine  of  nonintervention  is  triply 
dangerous.  First,  it  supports  the  moral  irresponsibility  of  governments 
and  their  lack  of  practical  answerability  before  the  court  of  world 
opinion  for  their  internal  doings  and  for  their  treatment  of  their  own 
citizens.  It  does  so,  moreover,  at  a  time  when  doctrines  of  real  national 
being  and  of  super-organism,  made  more  dangerous  by  insecurity  and 
irrationality,  have  facilitated  the  reduction  of  those  citizens  to  sub- 
jects. Secondly,  it  makes  difficult  and  suspect  any  attempt  fully  to  seek 
and  ensue  personal  rights  on  a  world  scale.  For  it  abets,  and  is  abetted 
by,  a  false  tolerance,  and  it  buttresses  a  refusal  to  face  the  tragic  po- 
tential necessity  of  employing  force  for  the  very  sake  of  the  survival 
of  right.  Thirdly,  it  weakens  effective  emphasis  on  mutual  aid  between 
nations  by  overemphasizing  their  particular  claims  to  an  absolute  and 
unimpeded  self-determination.  Such  self-determination  is  as  ruinous 
for  peoples  as  for  persons  when  it  is  used  to  justify  irresponsibility  rather 
than  to  facilitate  cultural  development. 

As  previously  noted,  the  United  States  has  through  most  of  its  course 
rejected  the  European  concepts  both  of  state  and  of  sovereignty.  In 
particular,  it  has  hitherto  successfully  combatted  their  more  recent 
perversions.  Therefore,  on  its  own  historical,  institutional,  and  moral 
logic,  it  should  be  unimpressed  by  the  interpretation  of  nonintervention 
as  an  absolute  legal  duty,  and  above  all  by  the  translation  of  it  into  a 
supposed  moral  imperative  binding  upon  this  country  regardless  of 
circumstances.  It  is  indeed  inexpedient  to  be  an  interfering  busybody, 
as  the  counsels  of  our  individualist  predilections  amply  warn.  Yet  it  is 
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unprincipled  to  remain  uninvolved  in  the  face  of  human  suffering  and 
unmoved  by  the  infliction  of  indignity,  as  our  more  generic  personal- 
ism,  our  generovis  humanitarianism,  and  our  practice  of  group  assistance 
all  teach  us.  Despite  our  well-grounded  objection  to  collectivism  in  the 
planning  and  control  of  our  economic  life,  we  have  espoused  and  sup- 
ported the  idea  of  collective  responsibility  and  the  practice  of  collective 
action  internally,  within  our  hemisphere,  and  latterly  in  the  world. 
Sometimes,  too,  we  have  made  considerable  sacrifices  of  immediate  in- 
terest, have  suffered  inconvenience,  and  have  borne  high  costs  on  the 
conviction  that  action  by  ourselves  alone  would  not  be  the  proper 
course  in  dealing  with  issues  of  concern  both  to  ourselves  and  others. 
Our  better  logic  makes  both  intervention  and  nonintervention  aspects 
and  expressions  of  our  root  interest  in  free  persons  and  free  institutions, 
with  due  consideration  for  the  expediencies  which  at  the  moment  serve 
those  lasting  goods.  Our  deeper  concern  is  that  international  law  be 
based  on  natural  law.  A  world  of  justice  can  be  realized  only  through 
the  securing  of  men's  natural  rights.  These  are  universal,  even  though, 
because  they  are  not  absolute  nor  uniform  in  content,  they  cannot  be 
secured  by  imposition  from  outside  without  reference  to  internal  limit- 
ing conditions.  While  our  doctrine  of  collective  responsibility  can  on 
occasion  warrant  intervention  elsewhere,  imperfections  in  other  peo- 
ples' systems  of  rights  do  not  of  themselves  give  such  warrant.  But  the 
rejection  by  dictatorships  of  all  human  rights  does. 

A  thorough-going  positivist  rejection  of  the  precepts  of  natural  law 
by  others,  when  combined  with  an  actual  denial  of  all  rights,  creates 
an  actual  presumption  in  favor  of  intervention.  It  does  so  with  increased 
force  when  the  regimes  concerned,  in  order  to  spread  such  denials, 
themselves  become  aggressive  and  expansionist.  Our  normal  desire  to 
preserve  the  lives  of  our  fellow  citizens  and  of  others,  and  our  warranted 
conviction  that  the  arbitrament  of  force  is  not  the  best  technique  for 
settling  differences  between  nations,  do  indeed  create  an  initial  pre- 
sumption against  intervention.  But  there  is  an  answer  to  that  presump- 
tion. When  men  survive  only  as  material  creatures  and  not  as  moral 
beings,  existence  itself  loses  all  significance.  We  then  confront  the 
necessity  of  choice  between  grim  alternatives.  The  better  course  has  in- 
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deed  its  corrupting  costs.  That  is  part  of  that  tragedy,  bitter,  ennobhng, 
and  inescapable,  which  is  man's  earthly  lot  and  the  price  of  his  escape 
from  bestiality.  The  consequences  of  forceful,  armed  intervention  must 
indeed  be  weighed  with  scrupulously  conscientious  care.  Today  espe- 
cially the  ruthlessness  of  war  and  the  destructiveness  of  new  weapons 
tend  to  be  undiscriminating  and  to  a  large  degree  unpredictable  in  scope 
and  impact.  The  moral  and  material  costs  of  war  to  civilization  may 
outweigh  all  probable  gains.  At  the  level  of  expediency,  indeed,  it  is 
necessary  to  take  a  leaf  from  the  book  of  Lenin,  in  this  respect  states- 
man-like without  reference  to  Marx.  The  conditions  for  successful  in- 
tervention, as  against  merely  reckless  warfare,  must  be  assessed  just 
as  he  assessed  the  conditions  of  successful  revolution  as  against  pointless 
revolt.  But  such  expediential  judgment  rests  on  acceptance,  and  not 
denial,  of  a  real  alternative. 

The  essential  point  is  that  nonintervention  must  not  be  given 
status  as  an  absolute  moral  duty.  The  rightful  principle  of  respect 
for  others  and  for  their  responsible  exercise  of  freedom  must  not 
be  corrupted,  however  unintentionally,  into  the  moral  error  of  ethi- 
cal indifferentism.  As  policy,  moreover,  it  is  unscrupulously  mis- 
leading for  us  to  conduct  propaganda  beamed  behind  the  Iron  and 
Silken  Curtains  with  a  view  to  creating  disaffection  there  and  to  en- 
couraging attachment  to  our  own  principles,  which  we  proclaim  as 
universal  ethical  insights,  unless  we  are  prepared  to  be  consequent. 
To  urge  adherence  to  our  way  but  to  refuse  assistance  and  support 
to  those  who  give  it  is  at  once  deceitful  and  cruel.  To  aid  and  abet 
them  in  opposing  or  conspiring  against  their  dictators  without  recog- 
nizing that  we  ourselves  may  be  thereby  committed  at  the  appropriate 
time  to  more  thorough-going  action  (even  if  our  enemies,  harmed  in 
their  interests,  do  not  first  thrust  conflict  upon  us)  is  naivete  or 
cowardice.  Who  wills  the  end  wills  the  means — and  all  the  necessary 
steps  en  route. 


VI 


Essential  policies, 
political  and  economic 
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America's  interest  in  international  rights 

America  has  the  duty  and  the  interest  to  promote  a  philosophy  of  man 
and  society  and  a  consequent  theory  and  practice  of  rights  throughout 
the  world.  The  carrying  out  of  that  obligation  and  the  defense  of  that 
interest  do  not  involve  simply  questions  of  the  limits  of  tolerance  of 
the  rulers  of  other  nations.  The  issue  is  not  merely  on  what  grounds 
we  should  support  or  combat  other  governments,  or  when  we  are 
justified  in  an  attempt  to  undermine  them.  The  international  interest 
of  the  American  people  also  necessitates  our  defining  of  rights  as  inter- 
national. We  must  support  an  appropriate  international  bill  of  rights. 
We  must  strive  to  secure  its  acceptance  and  ratification  by  all  gov- 
ernments. We  must  then  take  steps  to  insure  that  it  be  in  fact  observed 
both  in  the  internal  life  of  peoples  and  in  their  relations  with  one  an- 
other. Such  a  bill  of  rights  is  in  its  very  essence  a  statement  of  com- 
mitment to  the  ethics  of  democracy  and  the  method  of  freedom.  It  is, 
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further,  an  announcement  of  at  least  the  minimal  objectives  common  to 
modern  poHtical  orders  which  have  made  such  a  commitment;  and  of 
the  minimal  claims  of  persons  which  governments  must  respect,  pro- 
tect, and  further  beyond  immediate  considerations  of  power.  For  such 
rights  are  the  very  basis  of  stable  and  morally  purposeful  power. 

On  their  own  premises,  supporters  of  such  an  international  bill  of 
rights  must  proffer  it  to  all  nations  for  their  adherence.  But  adher- 
ence implies  obKgation.  Likewise,  it  necessitates  judgment  by  others  as 
to  whether  the  obligation  has  been,  is  being,  or  can  be,  discharged.  A 
government  which  by  word  and  deed  denies  the  desirability  of  personal 
or  group  rights,  the  possibility  of  their  present  pursuit  or  maintenance, 
or  their  relevance  short  of  ideal  Utopia,  puts  itself  out  of  court.  It  can- 
not properly  adhere.  For  us  to  make  compromises  in  the  formulation 
of  rights  to  gain  its  lip-service,  at  the  sacrifice  of  creative  and  princi- 
pled substance,  is  folly  and  betrayal.  Rights  are  not  a  lasting  enjoy- 
ment for  a  perfected  order.  They  are  the  conditions  for  continuous 
development  and  expression  of  finite,  fallible,  and  struggling  men  in 
orders  forever  imperfect,  where  life  is  a  moral  adventure.  To  seek  com- 
mon ground  with  rulers  and  regimes  which  deny  that  view  is  a  peculiar 
folly  which  robs  the  compromisers  of  their  very  elan  and  morale  in  the 
struggle  against  such  doctrine,  and  of  their  superior  appeal.  Totali- 
tarian governments  which  treat  men  as  depersonalized  objects  and  op- 
press them  ruthlessly  under  the  guise  of  objective  necessity  and  deter- 
minism cannot  be  regimes  of  law  nor  adherents  to  bills  of  rights,  what- 
ever their  legal  code  or  their  willingness  to  sign  documents. 

We  must,  therefore,  reject  also  the  view  that,  when  revision  of  the 
United  Nations  Charter  is  undertaken,  proposed  amendments  should 
be  assessed  according  to  whether  or  not  they  promote  the  continuance 
of  that  organization  as  a  meeting-place  for  both  poles  of  the  bipolar 
world  and  a  forum  for  their  debate.  By  now  it  should  be  clear  that  the 
coming  together  of  representatives  of  both  groups  to  air  a  complete  lack 
of  meeting  of  minds  can  serve  no  useful  or  creative  purpose  unless  it  be 
to  permit  the  Soviet  bloc,  by  its  own  words  and  actions,  to  expose  its 
nature  to  hesitant  peoples.  Likewise  attempted  mediation  by  neutralist 
countries   between  our  own  system   and   values   and   the   Communist 
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leviathan  is  both  futile  and  morally  muddying.  There  is  no  obligation 
on  the  part  of  the  free  world  to  provide  a  world  forum  for  a  dishonest 
and  cynical  realism  which  exploits  moral  aspiration  by  means  of  misrep- 
resentation, and  without  acceptance  of  the  very  bases  of  morality,  even 
though  there  may  be  some  value  to  it  in  a  public  self-exposure  by  the 
Soviet  Union  and  its  satellites.  To  revise  the  Charter,  not  less  than  to 
devise  and  promote  a  bill  of  rights,  on  the  basis  of  a  shared  and  positive 
moral  doctrine  is  no  doubt  to  exclude  from  membership  those  gov- 
ernments which  rule  a  major  part  of  humanity.  The  resultant  order 
of  law  is  then  limited  in  geographical  range,  as  its  supporters  are 
morally  aggressive  in  intent.  But,  while  the  reach  of  such  a  law  may  at 
the  moment  be  limited,  its  substance  rests  on  and  expresses  general  moral 
principles  of  universal  applicability  genuinely  held  by  adherents.  The 
alternative  is  either  a  compromise  with  those  principles,  which  is  in 
truth  their  abandonment,  or  mere  lip-service  to  them,  which  involves 
a  cynical  and  hypocritical  corruption  and  tarnishing  of  them.  The  ex- 
clusion of  so  large  a  part  of  humanity  from  coverage  by  an  inter- 
national organization  genuinely  grounded  on  a  theory  and  practice  re- 
spectful of  the  claims  of  persons  and  groups  is  the  consequence  of 
refusal  by  its  rulers  to  permit  the  extension  of  the  rule  of  law  and 
rights  within  their  territories  and  to  their  peoples.  Our  own  refusal 
to  compromise  is  a  statement  of  those  conditions  necessary  to  sharing 
in  a  common  humanistic  cause  which  recognizes  that  men  and  women 
everywhere  are  entitled  to  respect  and  consideration  as  persons.  Re- 
fusal by  others  to  share  with  us  in  our  search  to  maintain  such  respect 
and  to  translate  it  into  a  way  of  social  life  is  profoundly  regrettable. 
Their  genuine  adherence  would  manifestly  be  welcome  and  has  been 
sought.  But  for  us  to  put  a  nominal  unity  first,  where  there  is  no 
real  unity,  and  tolerantly  to  welcome  intolerant  dogmatists  who  them- 
selves welcome  a  world  organization  only  as  means  to  organize  for 
forceful  overthrow  or  destruction  of  major  components  thereof — this  is 
totally  unwarranted.  It  is  incompatible  with  effective  maintenance  and 
furthering  of  rights,  as  is  tolerance  of  deliberate  subversion  and  rejec- 
tion of  the  method  of  freedom  within  our  own  nation.  No  temporary 
gains  through  the  boomeranging  of  Communist  propaganda  in  a  world 
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forum  can  offset  losses  in  coherent  principle — and  in  positive  collective 
action  based  on  its  acceptance. 

Efforts  to  gain  adherence  to  an  international  bill  of  rights  and  agree- 
ment to  necessary  Charter  revisions  by  nondemocratic  regimes  which 
are  not  in  the  Soviet  orbit  nor  based  on  Communist  principles  raise 
similar  problems  and  invoke  the  same  principles.  It  is  necessary  and 
proper  to  formulate  rights  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  them  maximum  ap- 
peal, meaning,  and  relevance  for  diverse  peoples  of  different  intellectual 
traditions.  It  is  also  appropriate  to  keep  in  mind  those  who  lack  our  own 
long  and  complex  tradition  of  social  and  constitutional  democracy  and 
who  need  the  intelligibiUty  of  essential  simplicities.  But  such  formula- 
tion does  not  require  compromise  with  the  alien  views  of  those  who 
glorify  public  abstractions  such  as  state-nation,  treat  them  as  super 
beings,  and  in  the  process  debase  persons.  It  necessitates,  rather,  the  dis- 
covery of  the  lowest  and  morally  broadest  common  denominator  be- 
tween all  peoples  committed  to  the  ultimacy  of  personality.  In  such  a 
bill,  we  need  only  to  avoid  prejudicial  statements  which  are  merely 
present  or  past  applications  to  specific  and  limiting  conditions  of  the 
generic  principles  which  underlie  rights. 

Nevertheless,  general  statements  of  rights  must  vigorously  reveal 
essential  human  insights  and  must  not  remain  meaningless  platitudes. 
In  order  to  mean  something  they  must  therefore  be  implemented  by  a 
specific  content,  by  concrete  guarantees  which  provide  criteria  for 
assessment  of  the  achievement  and  the  intention  of  any  particular  re- 
gime. Happily,  certain  rights,  such  as  freedom  of  expression  and  of 
worship,  which  were  sought  and  partially  achieved  in  the  West  as 
the  result  of  struggles  over  centuries,  have  become  rather  generally  the 
immediate  aspiration,  even  when  not  yet  the  practice,  of  freedom- 
seeking  peoples  everywhere.  Other  more  positive  rights,  which  are  claims 
to  adequate  material  conditions  and  opportunities  made  possible  by  the 
Western  industrial  order,  are  at  present  among  the  remoter  aspirations 
rather  than  the  immediate  practicabilities  for  nonindustrialized  peoples. 
The  defining  of  acceptable  and  operable  specific  rights  is  therefore  an 
exceedingly  difficult  task.  Nevertheless,  it  is  possible  to  state  the  condi- 
tions for  the  general  liberation  of  the  individual,  even  though  their 
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achievement  may  have  to  be  gradual,  especially  in  situations  where  men 
must  devote  most  of  their  energies  to  the  production  of  instrumental 
goods.  Where  circumstances  constrain  rights  in  action,  many  rights 
have  to  be  modified.  Or,  to  put  it  otherwise,  our  insistence  that  rights 
be  meaningful,  and  not  on  the  books  only,  must  include  an  informed 
assessment  of  intent,  direction,  and  accomplishment  by  regimes  which 
are  prevented  through  inevitable  circumstances  from  realization  of  the 
best  and  fullest  contemporary  achievement.  Weaknesses  in  attitude  and 
failures  in  performance  may  necessitate  admonition,  encouragement, 
and  assistance.  Distance  from  the  best  practice  and  realization  of  rights 
due  to  absence  of  adequate  means  is  itself  a  potent  criterion  for  meas- 
uring the  possibilities  of  assistance  programs  by  more  advanced  and 
fortunate  nations,  and  for  their  knowing  their  own  obligation  and 
enlightened  interest.  But  temporary  invincible  impotence  to  attain 
rights  on  the  part  of  some  peoples  is  no  ground  for  not  including  in  an 
international  bill  of  rights  all  the  necessary  guarantees  and  insurances 
for  the  pursuit  of  the  good  life. 

Far  less  should  we  compromise  principle  to  placate  those  regimes  un- 
concerned with  the  attainment  of  rights  or  hostile  to  the  very  con- 
cept. Adjustments  in  measuring  practice  based  on  our  recognition  of 
the  difficult  heritage  or  weak  means  possessed  by  some  peoples  is  ex- 
pedient application  of  principle.  Such  expediency  is  necessary  in  politics. 
It  is,  moreover,  at  once  magnanimous  and  soundly  realistic.  But  there 
is  no  need  for  us  to  imply  that  failure  to  achieve  the  full  scope  of  needful 
rights  is  an  inherently  satisfactory  situation.  Nor  need  we  ourselves 
endorse  the  watering  down  of  the  content  of  rights  at  the  point  of  initial 
formulation.  A  very  limited  achievement  of  rights  may  in  some  areas 
be  all  that  we  can  properly  expect.  In  such  a  case,  it  would  be  unjust 
to  blame  governments  for  not  granting  or  guaranteeing  more.  It  would 
also  be  tactless  to  rub  in  our  awareness  of  the  backwardness  of  others. 
But  to  compromise  the  content  of  rights  to  meet  such  needs  and  limi- 
tations is  signally  corrupting.  Any  general  definition  of  a  tolerable 
level  of  rights  may  actually  place  an  undue  burden  on  the  least  ad- 
vanced peoples.  But  a  minimal  definition,  made  in  the  interests  of  the 
backward,  too  readily  permits  the  more  fortunate  not  only  to  rest  on 
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their  oars,  but  even  to  recede  from  their  best  established  practice  with- 
out subjecting  themselves  to  disapproval.  It  is  therefore  vital  that  an 
international  bill  of  rights  be  at  a  minimum  a  statement  of  the  best  fore- 
seeable achievement  of  the  most  advanced  countries.  Then  indeed  avoid- 
ance of  insult  to  the  more  backward  necessitates  magnanimity.  But  the 
evils  of  condescending  superiority  are  to  be  avoided  by  positive  assist- 
ance based  on  recognition  of  equal  commitment  to  such  a  bill  under 
unequal  conditions.  Thereby  we  may  combat  a  common  enemy,  con- 
sistent only  in  a  rooted  arbitrariness  which  glorifies  statism,  abuses 
power,  and  shows  cavalier  disrespect  for  persons. 


America's  interest  in  defense  of  the  free  world 

Commitment  by  ourselves  and  by  others  to  the  principles  of  the  open 
society,  to  the  pursuit  of  the  goal  of  personal  self-realization,  and  to 
rights  both  as  restrictions  on  power  and  as  enabling  means  to  well- 
being,  give  clues  to  the  contours  of  foreign  policy.  Clear  awareness  of 
our  moral  purpose,  grounded  in  our  heritage,  provides  a  basis  for  the 
separation  and  identification  of  sheep  and  goats,  of  friend  and  foe.  By 
clarifying  the  nature  of  different  expediencies,  and  their  relation  to  prin- 
ciple, we  can  avoid  confused  realism  and  reap  the  reward  of  convinced 
allies  possessed  of  high  morale.  By  implementing  the  principles  we 
profess,  we  can  generate  power  beyond  our  own  force  by  reason  of 
purposes  shared  with  others. 

Once  we  have  accepted  the  incompatibility  and  irreconcilability  of 
polities  based  on  respect  for  the  person  and  tyrannies  which  deny  a  right 
to  life,  yet  alone  to  the  pursuit  of  happiness,  our  general  policy  becomes 
an  aggressive  defense  against  the  latter.  Our  initial  object  is  to  contain 
them,  to  prevent  their  further  expansion.  Simultaneously  we  must  seek 
to  arouse  and  encourage  opposition  to  them  in  their  own  countries.  We 
must  also  strive  to  find  and  develop  leadership  and  programs  which  offer 
a  real  alternative  program  suited  to  the  people's  needs  and  capable  of 
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winning  their  support  and  creating  needful  consensus.  Then  we  must 
strive  to  overthrow  the  prevalent  regimes.  We  must  organize  military- 
might  for  their  defeat  should  they  themselves  seek  or  force  a  show- 
down. We  must  promote  the  conditions  for  successful  internal  revolu- 
tion with  our  moral  and  material  aid.  Any  temporary  peaceful  inter- 
course with  our  opponents,  and  in  particular  any  commerce  between 
them  and  ourselves  and  our  friends,  becomes  solely  a  matter  of  advan- 
tage for  the  moment,  to  be  foregone  at  the  point  where  theirs  is  the 
greater  gain,  materially  or  morally.  Indeed,  for  the  sake  of  principle 
and  its  clear  proclamation  to  friends  and  enemies  alike,  it  may  be  im- 
perative to  forego  all  economic  intercourse,  even  at  very  high  cost. 
Yet  it  is  well  not  to  be  dogmatic  on  this  point.  Thus  nonintercourse  by 
Britain  and  some  Continental  countries  with  certain  Russian  satellites 
might  severely  harm  the  economy  of  the  former,  and  on  balance  profit 
the  Soviet  regime.  The  duty  to  cut  off  one's  material  nose  to  improve 
one's  moral  face  is  not  an  unambiguously  clear  ethical  dictate. 

Apart  from  direct  action  against  our  enemies,  our  purpose  is  to  win 
the  tottering,  the  fearful,  and  the  undecided  by  persuasion,  by  cau- 
tious aid,  and  by  the  promise  of  our  way,  and  of  support  in  our  way. 
To  that  end,  we  must  demonstrate  to  them  that  we  have  the  will  and  the 
power  to  promote  and  protect  in  the  world  our  own  principle  of  Hf  e,  and 
men's  struggles  under  diverse  and  suitable  institutions  to  pursue  and 
achieve  it.  Further,  we  must  recognize  and  support  our  true  (as  dis- 
tinct from  our  temporary  and  nominal)  allies  who  are  committed  to  our 
generic  values.  We  must  do  so  even  though  by  heritage,  through  lack 
of  means,  or  by  reason  of  limited  experience  and  untried  institutions, 
they  do  not  subscribe  fully  to  our  theory  nor  follow  our  specific  prac- 
tice of  the  social  nation.  Through  poverty  and  shortages  or  through 
past  abuses,  many  peoples  are  forced  towards  a  greater  degree  of  statism, 
in  the  form  of  the  socialist  state,  than  we  should  regard  as  ideal.  But 
our  chief  task  is  to  protect  and  further  the  conditions  of  human  dig- 
nity. We  must  combat  the  Utopian  chimera  of  tragedy  eliminated, 
which  is  the  death  of  personality.  We  must  recognize  those  who  share 
that  cause,  whatever  their  weaknesses.  Even  at  high  cost  in  sacrifice,  we 
must  give  them  all  possible  aid,  comfort,  and  inspiration  that  they  may 
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strengthen  their  convictions,  their  institutions,  and  their  efforts.  We 
must  prevent  them  from  being  disillusioned  and  feeling  friendless.  "We 
must  see  to  it  that  they  do  not  succumb  to  the  promise  of  shortcuts, 
to  the  hopes  and  fears  of  the  desperate  and  the  deluded,  and  to  forceful 
power  which  at  least  professes  a  universal  purpose  and  promotes  it  with 
missionary  zeal. 

A  great  nation,  endowed  with  power  and  forced  into  leadership,  can 
retain  its  position  arid  secure  its  values  only  by  making  that  power 
the  servant  of  morality.  Its  appeal  and  its  promise  must  be  universal.  Its 
authority  in  the  world  must  be  grounded  in  principled  function  service- 
able to  others  as  well  as  itself,  rather  than  in  protected  privilege.  In 
this  sense,  the  American  national  interest  is  international.  The  values 
we  hold  are  rooted  in  our  institutions.  But  they  enjoy  vitality  and  se- 
curity at  home  only  insofar  as  they  are  goods  for  others.  We  must  show 
that  for  them  also  such  values  are  meaningful  in  principle  and  effec- 
tively realizable  in  practice,  once  given  their  own  commitment  and 
effort. 

Foreign  policy  must  first  rest  on  a  clarification  of  what  we  do 
espouse.  Thereafter,  it  must  be  energetically  conducted  with  a  view 
to  making  our  world  view  vital  and  appealing  to  others,  as  the  com- 
mon truths  by  which  we  and  they  live.  That  is  the  first  and  funda- 
mental sharing;  and  happily,  in  the  realm  of  final  goods,  the  goods  of 
mind  and  spirit,  to  share  and  disseminate  is  to  increase  and  intensify, 
not  to  diminish  and  sacrificially  forego.  Next,  it  is  necessary  for  us  to 
support  political  institutions,  governments,  and  public  opinions  which 
seem  in  intent  and  action  most  likely  to  further  our  grand  design.  We 
must  combat,  and  aid  others  to  combat,  contrary  viewpoints,  parties, 
and  practices.  Likewise,  we  must  promote,  and  ourselves  adhere  to  and 
observe,  an  international  system  of  rights  based  on  the  method  of 
freedom.  We  must  protect  those  rights  against  attack  and  abuse  by 
avowed  enemies  of  that  method. 

In  the  realm  of  more  material  and  immediately  practical  aid,  we 
must  therefore  organize  our  own  defenses,  and  assist  in  the  develop- 
ment and  organization  of  those  of  other  peoples  and  blocs,  whether 
along  the  lines  of  NATO  or  by  similar   appropriate   and  acceptable 


156   1^    Power  Through  Purpose 

techniques.  On  the  bases  of  available  resources  and  of  potentials,  we 
must  give  insurance  of  maximum  available  security  against  any  attack, 
reasonably  feared  or  possible,  by  the  proclaimed  enemies  of  gradualness 
and  advocates  of  totalitarianism,  under  whatever  rubric,  and  in  the 
name  of  whatever  ideal. 

Such  a  policy  must  be  designed  to  give  full  assurance  to  all  peoples 
that  there  is  a  common  cause  of  freedom.  We  must  make  clear  that  we 
regard  it  as  in  our  interest,  as  well  as  theirs,  to  see  freedom  maintained 
everywhere  by  all  means  available.  First  of  all,  therefore,  we  must  pro- 
claim, publicly  and  convincingly,  our  abandonment  of  the  idea  that  our 
sole  concern  is  the  defense  of  this  country  and  its  inhabitants  or  of  the 
North  American  continent.  Moreover,  we  must  make  it  clear  that  our 
decision  does  not  rest  on  a  judgment  of  military  feasibility,  and  would 
not  be  changed  even  were  we  completely  sure  that  we  could  protect 
these  shores  by  ourselves  alone,  and  without  bases  outside  them.  Nor 
must  we  adopt  a  different  poHcy  simply  because  we  deem  that  safety 
so  acquired  would  not  be  lasting,  though  it  is  indeed  probable  that  so 
exclusive  a  concern  would  in  the  long  run  leave  us  isolated,  and  might 
in  due  course  lead  to  a  concerted  attack  which,  for  all  our  resources,  we 
could  not  lastingly  withstand.  A  policy  of  exclusive  defense,  however 
practicable,  would  be  erroneous  because  it  would  lead  first  to  moral,  and 
then  to  institutional,  corruption  at  home.  No  immediate  economies,  no 
middle-run  material  gains,  no  temporary  sense  of  security  which  comes 
from  being  uninvolved  could  offset  that  corruption. 

The  primary  concern  of  the  military  man  as  expert  is  to  protect  the 
nation,  conceived  as  population  and  resources  organized  within  a  ter- 
ritory. He  makes  his  calculations  on  the  basis  of  uses  and  losses  of  re- 
sources, of  personnel  and  materiel.  He  assesses  possible  cost  and  partial 
sacrifices  in  relation  to  the  security  or  survival  of  the  whole.  But  the 
democratic  public  order  of  man  the  political  animal  has  to  be  con- 
cerned with  moral  values,  which  it  is  its  duty  and  interest  to  preserve 
and  further.  Here  the  military  order  is  instrumental,  as  narrowly  mili- 
tary calculations  are  materialist.  Military  considerations  must  be  sub- 
ordinate, not  dominant  and  conclusive. 

So  to  argue  is  not,  manifestly,  to  proclaim  the  unimportance  of  de- 
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fense  of  the  territory,  the  people,  and  the  developed  resources  of  this 
country.  Defense  is  a  primary  and  proper  concern  of  any  nation.  For  a 
small  nation,  with  limited  resources  and  population,  it  may  indeed  be 
the  sole  consideration,  because  it  may  be  the  maximum  potential.  A 
nation  fulfills  its  obligation  by  self-protection  to  the  best  of  its  ability. 
The  interest  of  other  similar  nations  in  its  defense  is  real,  though 
limited.  They  are  properly  concerned  that  the  political  independence  of 
its  people  be  not  forcefully  terminated.  Great  allies  are,  however, 
especially  interested  in  maximum  self-help  by  such  a  nation,  and  the 
minimizing  of  need  for  military  aid  to  it.  In  the  case  of  a  leading  power 
such  as  these  United  States,  however,  the  interest  of  others  in  its  secure 
defense  is  far  greater,  simply  because  this  country  is  in  the  widest  sense 
what  it  was  called  in  the  last  war:  the  arsenal  of  democracy.  Insist- 
ence, therefore,  that  self-protection  at  home  is  alone  not  enough  in- 
volves no  denial  of  the  fundamental  duty  of  defense.  It  is  predicated, 
rather,  on  the  assumption  that  local  defense  is  part  of  a  total  defense. 
We  possess,  and  must  allocate,  resources  for  the  whole  task,  even  though 
those  resources  are  not  enough  fully  to  meet  all  demands.  We  must  do 
so  under  conditions  where,  because  of  the  psychological  and  political 
consequences  of  a  narrowly  selfish  defense,  an  emphasis  on  local  Ameri- 
can needs  alone  cannot  lastingly  achieve  its  own  professed  purpose.  How 
much  of  our  resources  for  defense  should  be  concentrated  on  local  pro- 
tection, and  how  much  should  be  committed  to  actual  or  potential 
military  aid  to  others  is  in  part,  but  only  in  part,  a  technical  military 
and  economic  question. 

The  overall  consideration  is  the  need  to  defend  against  aggression  all 
the  freedom-loving  peoples.  It  is  necessary  everywhere  to  prevent  the 
forceful  extension  of  control  by  the  avowed  enemies  of  Hfe  as  a  personal 
questing.  The  boundaries  and  the  areas  to  be  watched  and  defended  are 
difficult  to  define  with  precision.  The  conditions  of  effective  defense  in- 
volve uncertain  judgments.  The  ultimate  costs  are  unpredictable.  Yet 
the  ramparts  we  watch  and  the  frontiers  we  man  are  those  of  the  whole 
free  world.  Even  as  strategy,  that  appeasement  typified  by  Munich  is 
doubtful  defense  indeed,  all  questions  of  morale  and  the  need  for  positive 
principle  apart.  But,  on  the  philosophy  of  democracy,  of  rights,  and  of 
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personality  here  developed,  it  is  utterly  ruinous  and  corrupting.  Our 
commitments  can  be  limited  only  by  our  principles,  which  constitute  our 
international  interest,  and  by  the  limitation  of  our  resources  and  those 
of  our  allies,  which  inevitably  prohibit  the  ideal  effectuation  of  those 
principles. 

Effective  defense  of  those  principles  involves,  indeed,  an  expediential 
question.  For  this  wealthy  country,  and  indeed  for  the  whole  area  and 
population  to  be  defended,  means  are  scarce  when  measured  against  the 
objective  of  perfect  preparation  to  meet  all  possible  aggressions,  and  to 
be  equally  able  to  do  so  now  and  at  any  future  time.  It  is  also  necessary 
to  maintain  high  standards  of  production  and  consumption  at  home,  not 
simply  for  our  own  pleasure  and  comfort,  but  to  combat  propaganda 
against  our  system  of  political  economy.  It  is  likewise  necessary,  both  for 
defense  itself  and  for  the  effectiveness  of  the  principles  we  support  and 
share,  to  aid  less  developed  countries  towards  improved  living  standards. 
Choices  therefore  have  to  be  made;  and  even  the  most  informed  judg- 
ment in  making  them  may  in  the  end  prove  erroneous.  But  the  acknowl- 
edged limitation  of  means  and  the  inescapable  uncertainties  involved  in 
actual  choices,  where  there  are  many  variables,  are  no  warrant  either  for 
narrow  and  short-sighted  selfishness  or  for  a  doctrine  of  specific  and 
limited  commitments  based  on  the  technical  military  judgment  that 
these  last  may  be  perfectly  met  by  means  of  calculable  and  limited  assign- 
ment of  manpower  and  materiel.  With  the  means  we  have,  we  must  do 
the  best  we  can  for  the  protection  and  material  progress  of  the  whole 
free  world. 

The  proper  implications  are  two.  First,  it  is  necessary  for  us  and  for 
those  allied  with  us  to  be  aware  that  circumstances  may  occur  where 
their  own  resistance  and  our  immediately  available  military  aid  may  not 
be  sufficient  to  prevent  occupation  nor  to  insure  against  heavy  losses  and 
destruction.  Our  first  obligation  is  therefore  not  to  create  false  illusions 
of  security  nor  exaggerated  views  as  to  what  we  can  and  will  do.  There 
may  be  Dunkirks,  or  worse.  But  by  the  same  token  it  is  important  to 
make  clear  that  no  ally  who  works  for  the  common  cause  and  places 
partial  dependence  on  us  will  be  treated  as  a  means  only.  No  people  will 
be  ruthlessly  sacrificed  either  for  temporary  peace  or  on  purely  strategic 
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considerations.  "We  must  never  forget  that  other  peoples  are  also  com- 
posed of  persons  and  collectively  possess  the  culture  and  aspirations  of 
human  societies  not  less  than  we  ourselves.  Our  commitment  where  such 
peoples  have  to  be  sacrificed  temporarily  or  partially  as  means  to  a  com- 
mon end  in  which  they  also  share  must  be  a  national  restatement  of 
General  MacArthur's  celebrated  "I  shall  return."  For  the  freedom  of 
every  people  from  an  alien  and  imposed  domination  is  a  condition  of  that 
collective  security  which  is  our  own  interest  and  ideal. 

Secondly,  however,  decisions  as  to  what  are  appropriate  contributions 
to  a  common  defense,  what  are  the  obligations  of  the  parties,  and  also 
under  what  conditions  any  particular  member  may  have  to  be  tem- 
porarily and  partially  sacrificed  for  a  common  good,  necessitate  col- 
lective consultation  and  the  consent  of  the  participating  members.  The 
reaching  of  such  decisions,  as  well  as  subsequent  planning  to  put  them 
into  effect,  are  among  the  central  purposes  of  United  Nations  itself,  of 
NATO-type  organizations,  and  of  hemispheric  or  continental  political 
and  economic  unions.  Such  organizations  are  also  the  appropriate  or- 
gans for  judging  whether  their  members,  on  the  basis  of  assessed  ca- 
pacity and  of  their  own  consent,  have  carried  out  their  obligations 
towards  their  own  and  the  collective  defense;  and  for  bringing  pres- 
sure on  them  to  remedy  failures  in  duty  to  the  common  cause.  Likewise, 
they  can  give  moral  sanction  to  any  lessening  of  our  commitment  to 
support  nations  which  do  not  do  their  part,  though  expediency  and  the 
overall  interests  of  our  bloc  may  dictate  support  even  of  those  links 
in  our  chain  which  are  weak  through  their  own  fault. 

Issues  as  to  the  amount  and  nature  of  our  defenses  and  the  total 
defense  effort  will  still  remain.  For  to  state  that  our  military  policy 
must  be  conceived  and  shaped  in  the  collective  interest  of  the  bloc  we 
lead  does  not  itself  solve  questions  as  to  long-  and  short-term  balancings 
in  defense  measures.  Assessment  of  the  relative  importance  of  our  own 
security  as  center  and  leader  and  the  needs  and  claims  of  allies  closer 
to  an  actual  or  potential  firing  line  is  a  thorny  question,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  impartial  judge.  Internally,  too,  we  have  to  decide  on  the 
proper  balance  between  peacetime  industry,  normal  consumption,  de- 
sirable investment,  and  enjoyment  of  leisure,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
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urgencies  of  immediate  defense  and  lasting  preparedness,  on  the  other. 
Moreover,  every  component  unit  of  this  collective  order  which  com- 
prises the  free  world  must  necessarily  retain  a  primary  responsibility  for 
its  own  internal  choices  as  to  development  and  use  of  resources  and  the 
use  of  human  energies.  Certainly  we  ourselves  would  insist,  and  do  in- 
sist, that  decisions  on  such  matters  which  primarily  affect  us  are  ours 
to  make,  and  ours  alone.  What  is  more,  we  quite  properly  insist  that  it 
would  grievously  harm  us  without  helping  others  if  we  were  to  ruin 
our  economy,  destroy  our  material  welfare,  and  sacrifice  our  future  de- 
velopment in  an  attempt  to  meet  fully  all  the  economic  and  military 
needs  of  all  present  or  future  allies,  whether  those  needs  are  measured 
by  their  present  distance  from  our  own  standards  and  accomplish- 
ments or  by  some  lesser  criterion  of  adequacy  based  on  the  achieve- 
ments of  Western  industrial  society. 

The  engagement  in  which  we  are  involved  and  the  very  purpose  we 
embody  and  serve  imply  a  long  struggle  and  a  total  overall  commit- 
ment, of  which  even  so-called  total  war  would  itself  be  only  a  part. 
"We  are  the  leaders  of  one  side  and  one  philosophy,  which  we  hold  uni- 
versal and  true.  We  are  engaged  in  a  total  struggle  of  ways  of  life,  of 
looking  at  life,  and  of  conducting  life  in  society.  The  rightness  of  our 
values  does  not  depend  on  success.  But  their  maintenance  and  institu- 
tional realization  do.  Yet,  insofar  as  the  conditions  of  struggle  permit, 
it  is  necessary  for  us  to  avoid  the  frantic  abandonment  of  lasting  goods. 
We  must  resist  forebodings  of  crisis  and  impending  doom.  Otherwise  we 
lose  the  chance  to  demonstrate  to  others  the  superiority  of  our  way 
through  our  own  continuous  achievement  of  better  living  standards 
and  greater  human  satisfaction.  It  is  no  less  necessary  to  make  needful 
sacrifices  and  adequate  provision  for  defense  against  forceful  attacks  in 
order  that  the  very  opportunity  for  future  development  and  for  the 
triumph  of  those  views  be  not  destroyed.  For  protection  against  our  to- 
talitarian opponent  both  we  and  our  allies  must  have  sufficient  guns. 
But  for  triumph  in  ideological  warfare  we  need  to  show  that  we  can 
enjoy  both  guns  and  butter  and  that  we  can  help  our  allies  to  enjoy 
more  bread  without  risking  their  safety  and  independence. 

But  to  achieve  our  ends  we  have  variously  to  persuade  others,  to 
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listen  to  their  opinions,  and  to  accommodate  ourselves  to  their  needs 
and  f  eehngs.  We  must  use  existing  common  institutions  to  reach  recom- 
mendations, judgments,  and  decisions.  By  such  means  the  calculations 
and  plans  made  are  apt  to  be  well-informed  and  are  most  likely  to 
achieve  general  acceptance  and  be  supported  by  co-operation  in  carry- 
ing them-  out.  Such  methods  help  us  to  avoid  the  actual  limitations 
of  selfish  and  short-sighted  bias,  as  well  as  the  accusation  that  we  are 
acting  from  prejudicial  interest.  Under  the  aegis  of  a  shared  ideal,  we 
can  escape  Utopian  delusions.  At  the  same  time,  our  recognition  of  the 
nature  and  needs  of  the  common  enterprise  and  of  its  relation  to  our 
own  lasting  interest  constitutes  an  effective  basis  for  responsibility  in 
determining  issues  of  security  and  welfare  at  home  as  against  abroad, 
and  for  assessing  and  weighing  long-  and  short-term  considerations. 
Errors  may  still  be  made,  since  biases  are  inescapable.  The  espousal  of 
an  American  concept  of  international  interest,  and  the  acceptance  of 
international  institutions  as  vehicles  for  forwarding  that  interest  as  a 
common  cause  and  for  critical  limiting  of  unilateral  action,  are  no  sure 
guarantees  of  success.  Fortune  still  plays  its  part  in  human  affairs,  and 
peoples  need  the  nerve  of  failure.  But  such  a  policy  and  attitude  is  most 
calculated  to  utilize  the  instrumental  means  of  wealth  and  force  effec- 
tively. For  by  reason  of  moral  purpose  and  appeal  it  engenders  and 
harnesses  power.  It  overcomes  American  weaknesses  due  to  lack  of 
sympathy,  or  positive  suspicion,  by  others.  It  prevents  that  guilty  sense 
of  inner  corruption  on  our  part  which  can  arise  either  from  selfish 
isolation  or  from  self-seeking  nationalistic  imperialism. 


International  economic  policy  for  America 

Defense  itself  is  part  of  a  total  struggle  of  social  orders.  It  is,  therefore, 
only  one  element  in  the  overall  development  and  flourishing  of  our 
own  type  of  political  society.  That  type  is  the  sole  consistent  way  to 
sustained  fulfillment  of  persons.  Its  well-being  as  an  instrumental  or- 
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der  devoted  to  a  moral  and  spiritual  purpose  shared  by  others  is  the 
initial  basis  of  its  power.  Policy  is  the  means  to  create  such  power 
through  the  propagating  and  implementing  of  the  informing  princi- 
ple. Diplomacy  and  strategy  are  subordinate  instrumentalities.  They  are 
directed  by  policy.  They  inform  the  policy-maker  of  the  conditions  of 
his  task,  of  the  means  available  to  him,  and  of  presently  limiting  factors. 
But  the  policy-maker  must  be  aware  that  internal  and  international 
politics  are  inescapably  one,  and  he  must  act  accordingly.  They  are  in- 
terdependent parts  of  that  American  adventure  which  is  lastingly  com- 
mitted to  the  realism  of  idealism  by  very  reason  of  the  moral  aspiration 
which  is  the  dynamo  of  our  institutional  life. 

The  political  commitments  resultant  on  such  purpose,  and  in  par- 
ticular the  consequences  of  the  basic  concepts  of  rights,  have  already 
been  clarified.  The  contours  of  such  policy  have  been  further  indicated 
by  discussion  of  defense.  The  implications  for  economic  policy  in  the 
international  realm  are  likewise  readily  discernible.  The  economic  order 
is  a  fundamental  instrumentality  of  the  good  life.  Its  healthy  func- 
tioning is  a  vital  buttress  to  that  constitutionalism  which  protects  and 
furthers  the  pursuit  of  that  life.  The  development  and  blessings  of  in- 
dustriaUsm  are  the  matrix  of  effective  constitutional  democracy,  which 
is  the  political  method  of  freedom  for  personality. 

At  home  or  abroad,  we  cannot  effectively  further  the  interests  of 
our  social  order,  which  are  ultimately  moral  concern  for  persons,  either 
by  an  irresponsible  economic  individualism  or  by  a  statism  which  glori- 
fies power  and  represses  creative  energies.  At  home  it  is  necessary  to  de- 
velop the  public-welfare  society.  That  society  rests  on  co-partnership 
between  government  and  the  institutions  of  the  economic  order.  Its 
objectives  are  effective  predictability  and  the  elimination  of  fruitless 
wastes.  Its  ends  are  maximum  service  and  provision  of  material  means 
for  the  pursuit  of  the  good  life  by  very  diverse  personalities.  Abroad, 
we  need  to  sponsor  analogous  practices  and  to  further  like  ends.  The 
venturings  of  merely  selfish  economic  individualists  are  not  today  pos- 
sible as  the  central  directives  and  instruments  of  our  international  eco- 
nomic policy,  by  reason  of  the  policies  of  other  governments.  That 
difficulty  apart,  reliance  on  such  a  technique  would  mean  our  lack  of 
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effective  control  of  our  own  policy.  We  would  thus  be  unable  freely 
to  promote  and  further  interests  shared  by  ourselves  and  our  allies.  We 
would  also  be  subject  to  unintended  public  commitments  as  a  result  of 
such  private  venturings. 

On  the  other  hand,  statism,  whether  its  form  be  centralized  plan- 
ning, overextended  bureaucratic  controls,  or  state  socialism,  means  a 
needless  denial  of  variety  at  home.  It  results  in  loss  of  experimentation. 
It  leads  to  frustration  of  persons  in  their  search  for  satisfaction  through 
calling  and  enterprise.  Finally,  quite  apart  from  its  indirect  threats  to 
democratic  freedom,  it  produces  a  rigidifying  of  the  economic  structure 
and  a  diminution  or  cessation  of  economic  progress.  In  the  area  of  in- 
ternational economic  relations,  such  statism  leads  first  to  autarky,  the 
equivalent  in  economics  of  isolationism  in  politics  and  exclusive  local 
defense  in  military  affairs.  It  leads  thereafter  to  an  economic  imperial- 
ism which  is  the  complement  in  ethos  and  effect  of  a  political  policy  of 
the  search  for  power  over  others  by  force  or  intimidation. 

The  United  States  has,  then,  to  devise  international  economic  policies 
which  depart  from  the  old  dogma  of  international  free  trade  as  com- 
plement of  an  international  political  order  of  co-operation,  as  pro- 
pounded by  Woodrow  Wilson.  We  must  resist  the  temptation  to  seek 
self-sufficiency,  politically  delusive  even  if  technically  feasible.  Yet  we 
can  find  no  solution  through  the  insights  of  the  late  Charles  A.  Beard. 
He  saw  the  inadequacy  of  both  the  preceding  solutions;  but  he  himself 
offered  a  third  choice  designed  to  serve  an  exclusive  national  interest. 
Beard  correctly  perceived  that  the  chance  actions  of  private  enterprisers 
abroad  led  to  unpredictables  for  the  statesman.  Unpredictable  private 
decisions  were  incompatible  with  any  coherent  public-welfare  policy 
at  home.  They  produced  changes  in  power  relations  between  ourselves 
and  others  which  were  accidental,  uncontrolled,  and  normally  without 
clear  political  intent.  They  made  the  formulation  and  execution  of  a 
coherent  international  economic  policy  almost  impossible.  Yet  Beard 
realized  that  the  needs  of  an  industrial  civilization  made  trade  with 
others  imperative.  The  earlier  solution  of  Fichte's  The  Closed  Trade 
State  was  simply  not  available  in  the  present-day  world,  if,  indeed,  it 
had  ever  been.  It  was  necessary,  therefore,  to  control  the  activities  of 
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American  business  engaged  in  foreign  trade  first  to  secure  stable  well- 
being  at  home,  and  then  to  prevent  the  growth  of  industries  abroad  in 
a  way  detrimental  to  our  own  national  interest,  conceived  as  sustained 
differential  welfare  and  power.  It  was,  above  all,  needful  to  insure  that 
changes  in  the  power  of  others  in  relation  to  ourselves  should  not  be  at 
the  mercy  of  private  acts  which  were  not  related  to  public  policy  or 
designed  with  conscious  reference  to  national  interest. 

The  Beard  position  revealed  profound  insights.  It  was  critically  sound. 
It  rested  on  its  author's  long-lived  recognition  of  the  interdependence 
of  economics  and  politics;  on  his  awareness  of  the  primacy  of  states- 
manship in  ultimately  compounding  interests;  and  on  his  perception 
that  policy  must  be  an  overall  and  total  thing,  without  artificial 
dichotomy  between  internal  and  international  affairs.  Beard  was  em- 
phatic that  free  enterprise  as  free  venturing  and  free  trade  was  a  hope- 
less impediment  to  effective  foreign  poUcy,  once  one  accepted  the  fact 
of  American  power  and  participation  in  the  international  order.  It 
meant  weakness  and  uncertainty  on  our  part  where  others  were  clear 
and  certain.  At  the  same  time  the  very  nature  of  our  industrial  tech- 
nology, its  raw  material  needs,  and  the  scale  of  our  productive  capacity 
made  isolationism  as  autarky,  even  at  its  best  and  most  successful,  a 
needless  privation  of  wealth  and  a  self-imposed  and  uncompensated 
limitation  on  national  power.  A  controlled  and  directed  pursuit  of 
national  self-interest  in  an  international  political  economy  was  the 
only  sensible  solution. 

The  elimination  of  political  irresponsibility  promised  by  such  a  de- 
sign was  no  doubt  a  real  benefit  to  be  derived  from  Beard's  prescription. 
So,  too,  was  the  overcoming  of  the  cross-purposes  of  private  interests, 
which  would  be  duly  assessed  and  judged  in  the  light  of  long-term 
stability  in  the  internal  economy.  But  from  an  international  viewpoint, 
the  Beard  solution  was  unsatisfactory  and  politically  dangerous.  In  the 
existing  conduct  of  international  economic  affairs  under  the  law  of 
comparative  advantage  there  was  already  a  hidden  inequity.  For  the 
operation  of  that  law  subtly  imposed  the  lasting  disadvantage  of  re- 
signed acceptance  of  inequality  between  particular  nations  as  the  sole 
road  to  betterment  by  means  of  exchanges  which  were  on  those  terms 
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mutually  profitable.  Beard  offered  a  different  inequity,  which  arose 
out  of  the  frank  compulsive  pressure  of  the  stronger  political  economy 
and  its  interests  as  the  condition  for  trade  and  development  by  others. 
In  many  cases,  other  peoples  would  be  still  more  clearly  confined  to 
colonialism  and  would  be  lastingly  purveyors  of  raw  materials.  For  we 
would  deny  them  opportunity  for  potential  industrial  development 
through  refusal  of  capital  and  capital  goods,  should  it  be  in  our  po- 
litical and  economic  interest  to  do  so.  We  would  assume  that  nations 
were  in  political-economic  competition.  Our  purpose  would  be  last- 
ingly to  enjoy,  and,  if  possible  to  increase,  our  differentially  high  stand- 
ards of  living  and  of  power.  Neither  imperialist  nor  isolationist,  Beard's 
program  was  one  of  insulationism  through  participation  in  interna- 
tional affairs  on  the  basis  of  power  politics  and  power  economics. 

For  all  its  coherence,  such  a  proposed  poHcy  is  less  than  adequate  to 
deal  with  the  issues  of  a  world  where  two  professed  sets  of  values — 
and  ways  to  attain  those  values — are  in  deadly  conflict.  Indeed,  it  has 
already  proved  inadequate  to  cope  with  the  conflict  between  the  demo- 
cratic order  and  Nazism,  despite  the  avowed  particularism  of  the  latter. 
Beard's  very  sound  insight  that  our  whole  way  of  Hfe  and  of  getting 
a  living  is  involved  in  international  economic  relations,  and  that  na- 
tional affairs  and  international  relations  constitute  a  continuum,  has 
been  rendered  abortive  by  the  attempt  to  make  policy  the  handmaid  of 
a  purely  American  interest,  unilaterally  defined.  The  United  States 
can  achieve  lasting  well-being  only  by  demonstration  of  its  embodi- 
ment of  a  moral  code  of  universal  appeal.  Other  peoples  must  be  con- 
vinced that  America's  leadership  in  the  industrial  order  and  its  conse- 
quent enjoyment  of  superior  standards  of  living  give  promise  of 
amelioration  in  their  lot.  They  must  further  be  convinced  that  it  is  our 
intention  to  promote  their  sharing  in  the  betterment  which  an  industrial 
order  makes  possible.  We  must  demonstrate  that  we  can  bring  to  them 
the  blessings  and  give  them  the  strength  of  the  industrial  order.  We 
must  make  clear  that,  in  following  us,  they  will  not  have  to  sacrifice 
the  values  of  humanity  fruitlessly.  Rather,  they  will  gain  through  con- 
tinuous realization  of  those  values.  Only  by  following  such  policies 
and  bringing  about  such  conviction  in  others  can  the  United  States 
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hope  to  protect  its  material  interests  and  to  preserve  effectively  the 
rational  values  in  its  tradition,  which  alone  constitute  its  inner  dy- 
narriics  and  its  basic  claim  to  be  a  world  leader. 

The  problems  involved  in  accomplishment  of  that  purpose  necessi- 
tate the  same  sort  of  calculations  and  balancings  as  those  already 
analyzed  in  discussing  defense.  Indeed,  military  defense  is  in  reality  a 
subordinate  area  of  the  total  pattern  of  a  political  economy  devised  and 
directed  by  realistic  idealism.  For  the  immense  proportions  of  bipolar 
conflict  involve  the  creation,  the  husbanding,  and  the  use  of  power  on 
behalf  of  our  system  of  values.  Any  more  limited  interpretation  is  the 
road  to  serfdom,  first  by  self-betrayal,  and  at  last  by  inadequacy  of 
power  and  consequent  defeat. 

With  our  assistance  and  by  the  use  of  their  own  energies,  depressed 
and  devastated  countries  in  Europe  and  backward  and  overpopulated 
countries  in  the  Far  East  and  elsewhere  may  achieve  the  blessings  of  in- 
dustrial and  modern  agricultural  development.  In  the  process,  they 
may  avoid  the  drawbacks  of  totalitarian  rule.  They  may  progressively 
realize  the  values  of  free  persons  under  liberating  institutions.  Never- 
theless, in  the  realm  of  overt  material  and  organizational  accomplish- 
ment, the  imposed  and  planned  totalitarian  order  enjoys  an  initial  ad- 
vantage. Through  discipline  and  by  means  of  training  without  edu- 
cation, communism  after  the  Soviet  pattern  provides  a  short-cut  by 
which  to  attain  the  outward  visible  signs  of  a  modern  economy  without 
regard  to  the  inward  spiritual  grace  of  the  democratic  industrial  order. 
Its  immediate  price  is,  indeed,  the  foregoing  of  present  enjoyment  of 
adequate  consumer  goods.  But  by  means  of  delusive  promises  for  the 
future,  it  can  often  persuade  men  that  the  price  has  to  be  paid  and 
is  worth  paying.  On  occasion  its  propaganda  actually  evokes  initial  en- 
thusiasm for  such  sacrifice  by  exploiting  men's  concern  for  their  chil- 
dren, and  their  children's  children.  Our  difficult  task  is  to  persuade 
others  that  such  sacrifice  is  vain,  and  that  the  appeal  to  them  to  make 
it  is  a  vicious  exploitation  of  their  decent  impulses  and  noble  concerns. 
We  must  make  them  see  that  a  progressive  but  imperfect  realization  at 
once  of  economic  modernization  and  of  personal  freedom  is  both  con- 
tinuously and  lastingly  more  rewarding  than  conspicuously  rapid  ma- 
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terial  advance  in  the  creation  of  capital  goods  at  the  price  of  spiritual 
death  or  perversion. 

The  actual  failure  of  so-called  communism  to  provide  a  high  stand- 
ard of  living  here-now  may  prove  helpful  in  this  endeavor.  But  we  must 
remember  that  past  privations  suffered  by  agrarian  peoples  limit  legiti- 
mate expectations,  and  we  must  not  exaggerate  the  degree  of  immediate 
betterment  that  they  may  anticipate  from  following  our  design.  Mal- 
nutrition, illiteracy,  and  absence  of  skills  can  be  remedied  only  with 
time  and  effort.  But  those  who  suffer  these  ills,  like  the  deprived  every- 
where, are  apt  to  seek  shortcuts.  Their  very  lack  of  training  renders 
them  unaware  of  the  ultimate  price,  as  their  present  condition  may 
cause  them  radically  to  discount  the  future.  In  the  competition  for 
men's  hearts  and  minds,  the  unscrupulous  peddlers  of  panaceas  gen- 
erally enjoy  an  advantage  over  the  more  sober  and  conscientious  propa- 
gandist. Here,  as  in  so  many  other  places,  a  social  Gresham's  Law  holds 
true:  the  bad  money  tends  to  drive  out  the  good.  As  we  are  aware,  it 
is  not  easy  to  persuade  a  prosperous  people  to  actual  sacrifices.  It  is 
still  harder  for  those  most  prosperous  to  persuade  a  deprived  people 
who  envy  and  want  to  share  their  prosperity  that  they  can  do  so  only 
by  going  slow  and  by  sacrificing  what  our  bitterest  enemies  assure  them 
that  they  can  have  at  once,  and  that  we  viciously  withhold.  Our  task 
is  to  demonstrate  both  that  the  Communist  way  is  inherently  unlikely 
to  bring  the  anticipated  and  promised  result  and  that  our  way,  without 
demand  for  total  present  sacrifices  of  liberty,  is  actually  the  route  to 
sure  future  attainment  of  material  well-being  and  of  personal  fulfill- 
ments. We  must  convince  them  that  it  is  the  best  way  by  very  reason 
of  its  values  and  of  our  genuine  determination  to  aid  in  their  realization. 

Such  a  demonstration  requires  our  unstinting  and  intelligent  aid  to 
promote  and  further  self-help  elsewhere,  without  regard  to  economic 
returns,  to  profit  and  loss.  Bookkeeping  considerations,  a  search  for  fa- 
vorable balances,  and  the  desire  to  preserve  our  differential  advantages 
are  either  irrelevant  or  antagonistic  to  that  moral  purpose  which  is  our 
long-term  interest  and  the  genesis  by  right  use  of  lasting  power.  In  the 
past,  indeed,  we  have  shown  ourselves  to  be  a  generous  people  wher- 
ever disaster  has  struck.  We  have  used  both  private  and  governmental 
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agencies  to  bring  immediate  relief,  to  rebuild  shattered  cities  and  shat- 
tered Hves.  In  the  process,  we  have  revealed  to  the  full  our  organizing 
genius  and  our  capacity  for  getting  things  done.  More  recently,  too, 
by  both  public  and  private  means  we  have  given  sustained  help  to  peo- 
ples and  persons  who  have  suffered  the  devastation  of  war  and  the 
physical  and  spiritual  impoverishment  of  long  occupation  or  longer 
tyranny.  Wherever  we  have  been  givers  pure  and  simple,  and  the  suffer- 
ing and  urgency  were  obvious,  our  record  has  been  superb.  But  where 
others'  needs  are  long-term  reconstruction  or  development,  we  have 
tended  both  to  apply  other  criteria  than  need  and  mutual  aid  and  to 
become  confusedly  critical.  "We  have  then  noted  that  charity  has  not 
always  begotten  gratitude  and  has  sometimes  led  to  dependency  and 
to  demands  as  of  right.  We  have  failed  to  be  sufficiently  aware  of 
others'  difficulties  in  being  gracious  and  balanced  recipients,  especially 
where  poverty  is  grim  and  not  temporary.  We  have  not  fully  allowed 
for  the  complex  interplay  of  pride  and  of  lost  dignity;  of  guilt  and 
assertive  self -righteousness;  of  calculatingness  and  a  frustrated  yearn- 
ing for  effective  self-help.  Nor  have  we  been  clearly  aware  that  in- 
gratitude can  follow  from  hopes  initially  created  by  our  generosity, 
and  we  are  then  disappointed  when  we  switch  back  to  hard-boiled 
calculatingness  and  considerations  of  our  own  advantage. 

Despite  our  commitment  to  the  Point  Four  program  and  to  the 
Marshall  Plan,  congressional  and  public  debate  and  the  critical  attitude 
of  large  parts  of  the  business  community  have  all  revealed  rather  wide- 
spread fear  that  we  might  dissipate  our  resources  and  deprive  ourselves 
in  a  futile  subsidization  of  Europe  and  Asia.  The  critics  have  felt  that 
we  could  not  expect  proportionate  economic  returns  and  could  not 
surely  count  on  any  sure  political  advantage  from  such  a  course. 

Such  judgments  have  not  been  entirely  without  warrant.  In  com- 
parison with  America,  the  average  living  standards  of  the  Far  East  are 
abysmally  low.  Population  pressure  is  enormous,  the  normal  life  ex- 
pectancy short.  Nor  is  there  any  certainty  that,  in  the  short  run,  in- 
dustrialization and  resources  development  would  alleviate,  rather  than 
increase,  the  miseries  of  the  masses,  and  that  it  would  bring  about  a 
decline  in  net  population  growth.  At  the  same  time,  the  lack  of  full 
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literacy — not  to  mention  general  and  technical  education  in  our  own 
sense — makes  Western  democracy  an  improbable  immediate  adven- 
ture in  most  Eastern  countries.  The  spreading  there  of  aspirations  to 
national  dignity  is  indeed  among  the  conspicuous  events  of  our  time. 
Hardly  less  impressive  is  the  growing  unwillingness  to  accept  any  gov- 
ernments, domestic  or  foreign,  which  manifestly  function  in  the  in- 
terests of  a  Hmited  and  privileged  group.  To  be  successful,  Eastern  gov- 
ernments must  now  institute,  or  at  least  sponsor,  reforms  actually  or 
professedly  on  behalf  of  the  masses.  They  must  provide  opportunities 
for  new  men  to  develop  and  use  talents  and  to  rise  in  position  and  power. 
Nevertheless  the  very  conditions  of  Oriental  society  and  its  past  heritage 
make  the  rapid  and  full  adoption  of  democratic  institutions  and  the 
practice  of  popular  participation  in  politics  unlikely,  even  impractical, 
because  they  are  immediately  unworkable.  As  a  consequence,  we  our- 
selves are  tempted  to  look  on  economic  aid  to  Eastern  countries  which 
goes  beyond  our  own  immediate  and  expedient  interest  as  futile  and 
wasteful.  We  Ukewise  question  the  value  of  attempts  there  to  support 
and  further  a  political  hfe  positively  consonant  with  our  own  pohtical 
philosophy.  Our  attitude  does  not  rest  on  ill  will  or  indifference,  but  on 
a  feeUng  of  futiUty  and  impotence. 

The  economic  problem  of  Western  Europe  also  involves  population 
pressures.  But  the  context  is  radically  different.  Europe  is  suffering  from 
depleted  economic  resources  and  from  inadequate  or  inadequately  re- 
constructed industrial  equipment,  despite  vast  strides  in  reconstruc- 
tion or  new  development  in  some  European  countries.  In  many  cases, 
it  has  not  learned  how  to  Umit  effectively  the  power  of  privileged 
groups,  who,  as  heirs  or  assigns  of  ancient  hierarchical  society,  con- 
tinue to  enjoy  disproportionate  consideration,  and  thereby  generate 
Marxist  convictions  within  the  masses.  Our  own  awareness  of  this 
situation  is  one  cause  of  our  hesitancy  to  give  adequate  economic  aid. 
For  by  so  doing  we  might  also  give  ultimate  aid  and  comfort  to  our 
avowed  opponents.  Alternatively,  we  might  encourage  sociaHst  and 
statist  undertakings  not  consonant  with  our  own  philosophy.  We  feel 
it  may  in  the  long  run  prove  wiser  simply  to  buttress  those  forces 
clearly  antagonistic  to  our  Soviet  enemies  by  limited  and  expedient  aid. 
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We  are  tempted  to  ignore  the  fact  that  such  groups  may  be  unpopular 
in  their  own  countries  and  that  their  undemocratic  ways  may  reflect  on 
us  and  ahenate  rank  and  file  support  for  our  cause. 

In  short,  those  who  advocate  a  protection  and  husbanding  of  our 
own  resources,  and  a  limited  and  calculating  use  of  them  to  succor 
others  where  they  may  serve  our  interests,  argue  one  of  two  things. 
Either  they  maintain  that  an  attempt  to  raise  standards  generally 
throughout  the  world  is  hopeless,  within  any  foreseeable  future,  and 
can  only  ruin  ourselves  by  levehng  our  standards  downward;  or  they 
are  convinced  that  in  the  rest  of  the  world  American  political  and 
social  institutions  are  unappreciated  and  will  not  be  emulated.  On  both 
grounds,  narrow  and  immediate  considerations  of  purely  American 
power  and  prosperity  should  govern  policy,  since  they  alone  lead  to 
sanely  useful  activities.  Such  critics  of  more  generous  aid  to  others  do 
not  deny  the  uniqueness  of  the  American  experience  and  achievement. 
They  rejoice  in  the  American  combination  of  industrialism  and  de- 
mocracy. They  stress  the  values  of  our  plurahst  social  nation  devoted 
to  the  well-being  of  persons.  They  simply  insist  that  our  way  of  life 
is  either  unwanted  or  impossible  of  achievement  elsewhere.  Under  such 
circumstances,  our  national  interest  and  our  first  duty  is  to  preserve 
and  further  that  way  at  home.  Thus  we  may  insure  the  welfare  of  our 
own  citizens,  set  an  example  to  the  world,  and  make  our  maximum  con- 
tribution to  human  culture. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  we  make  the  salvation  and  welfare  of  others 
our  prime  concern,  we  shall  sacrifice  a  great  and  dynamic  social  order 
to  a  naive  humanitarianism.  We  all  know  that  to  distribute  income 
equally  to  all  persons  within  our  own  society  would  profit  the  poor 
little,  and  not  lastingly.  Yet  it  would  deprive  us  of  investment  capital 
and  of  that  spending  which  promotes  culture.  Likewise,  thorough- 
going economic  assistance  to  other  peoples  would  in  due  course  ruin 
our  industrial  society  by  killing  technological  progress.  It  would  lower 
our  living  standards  without  lasting  gain  to  the  world  at  large. 

The  case  is  an  impressive  one.  A  realistic  assessment  of  economic, 
social,  and  political  conditions  elsewhere,  particularly  in  the  Orient, 
permits  no  easy  optimism  as  to  the  ease  or  speed  of  achievement  of  any- 
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thing  approximating  our  own  level  of  income,  of  leisure,  and  of  op- 
portunity for  diverse  personal  fulfillments.  Nevertheless,  the  policies 
advocated  or  imphed  are  themselves,  on  any  but  the  shortest  view,  un- 
realistic. Likewise  they  are  lacking  in  idealism.  For  our  insights  and 
achievements  rest  on  principles  of  universal  applicability.  They  hold 
promise  for  all  and  must  be  available  for  export,  even  though  we  our- 
selves are,  and  seek  to  remain,  their  first  beneficiaries. 

Even  on  a  purely  realistic  calculation,  their  export  is  the  price  of 
success  in  our  struggle  with  a  regime  which  proffers  to  people  outside 
its  immediate  orbit  a  method  and  organization  for  achieving  rapid 
modernization  and  industrialization,  widespread  economic  well-being, 
and  a  general  participation  in  the  processes  and  the  rewards  of  social 
transformation.  The  Soviet  leadership  offers  agrarian  nations  technical 
aid  and  training,  material  aid,  markets,  and  political  support  in  their 
undertakings  if  they  will  agree  to  follow  its  pattern,  accept  its  dogma, 
and  submit  to  its  primacy  and  control.  The  questions  of  Soviet  sin- 
cerity, and  of  the  appropriateness  of  its  means  to  others'  ends,  are  irrele- 
vant while  sacrifice  rests  on  hope  and  while  tyranny  masquerades  as  a 
noble  struggle  for  creative  transformation  and  for  its  necessary  condi- 
tion. Before  we  can  press  such  questions  with  a  reasonable  chance  of  at- 
tention we  must  offer  a  persuasive  alternative.  We  must  show  that  we 
follow  up  our  ethical  professions  with  practical  assistance  and  that  our 
statements  of  common  interests  do  not  mean  simply  that  others  should 
behave  in  ways  that  suit  us,  while  we  remain  undisturbed  by  their  wishes 
and  unburdened  by  their  needs. 

Before  the  Second  World  War  the  Japanese  had  themselves  developed 
a  doctrine  from  which  we  might  today  profit.  Their  concept  of  a  Co- 
Prosperity  Sphere  in  Asia  was  conceived  as  a  useful  technique  for  gain- 
ing Eastern  support  in  their  struggle  with  the  West.  It  offered  to  Asiatic 
peoples  the  hope  of  progress  without  reliance  either  on  Western  Cap- 
italism or  on  Soviet  Communism.  The  Japanese  propaganda  was  a 
technique  for  achieving  domination  in  Asia.  The  leadership  and  am- 
bitions of  the  military  undermined  any  chance  that  the  Co-Prosperity 
professions  might  become  practice.  But  the  teaching  itself  emphasized 
the  distance  between  Western  democratic  professions   and  our  pro- 
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fessed  concern  for  the  freedom  and  well-being  of  Oriental  peoples  on  the 
one  hand  and  our  seemingly  self-interested  practice,  which  aimed  at 
profit,  privilege,  and  power.  It  noted  that  our  equating  of  democracy 
with  freedom  for  Western  enterprisers  was  scarcely  compatible  with 
the  material  and  political  development  of  Eastern  peoples.  Our  system 
provided  no  answer  to  their  problems,  since  it  contained  no  program 
by  which  they  could  modernize  their  economies  to  their  own  profit.  Our 
individual  enterprise  would  give  us  the  lion's  share;  while  a  native  in- 
dividualistic capitalism  would  not  be  able  to  create  rapid  industrializa- 
tion and  would  not  profit  the  whole  society.  By  contrast,  the  concept 
of  a  Co-Prosperity  Sphere  professed  to  be  one  of  planned  development 
jointly  by  Japan  and  its  less  advanced  allies,  with  mutual  gains  based 
on  shared  responsibilities  and  comm.on  efforts.  It  involved  a  modifica- 
tion and  extension  of  Japan's  own  Zaibatsu  system,  wherein  economic 
cartels  were  intimately  related  to  government  in  a  collectivist  capital- 
ism which  was  also  an  Oriental  national  socialism.  Political  and  eco- 
nomic institutions  co-operated,  and  indeed  fused.  Our  own  cult  of 
littleness  and  opposition  to  trusts  was  avoided.  So  was  the  irresponsible 
corporation,  the  state  within  a  state.  And  so  was  communism,  with  its 
dogmatic  totalitarianism. 

Individualism  after  the  pattern  of  early  industrialism  offers  no  hope 
of  rapid  industrialization  to  backward  or  agrarian  countries,  especially 
since  they  often  lack  the  spread  of  scientific  knowledge,  the  political 
experience,  and  the  risk  capital  already  available  in  England  at  the  In- 
dustrial Revolution.  Nor  are  such  countries  ready  to  accept  a  doctrine 
of  democratic  capitahsm  which  at  once  leaves  them  to  harsh  and  fruit- 
less struggles  and  permits  profitable  investment  and  control  by  our  own 
advanced  corporate  industry  and  commerce.  Our  advocacy  of  such 
courses  appears  as  lack  of  interest  in  their  welfare  and  exclusive  concern 
with  our  own  advantage.  Our  failure  to  offer  a  workable  alternative  is 
a  surrender  by  default  to  Communism.  Our  only  hope  and  our  real 
obligation  is  to  develop  our  own  version  of  a  Co-Prosperity  Sphere, 
without  the  drawbacks  and  the  hypocrisy  which  marked  the  Japanese 
version.  The  solution  must  be  applicable  wherever  needed  within  the 
democratic  bloc.   It  must  avoid   the  sinister  antidemocratic   and   ex- 
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ploitative  orientation  which  was  one  element  in  Japan's  own  Zaibatsu 
system.  It  must  apply  in  the  international  sphere,  and  for  the  beneficial 
development  of  industrially  backward  countries,  our  own  best  prac- 
tice of  co-operative  interaction  between  business  and  government  for 
the  benefit  of  the  social  nation. 

Such  an  undertaking  is  possible  by  means  of  a  more  thorough-going 
and  integrated  development  of  the  Point  Four  program  in  conjunction 
with  international  financial  assistance  given  under  the  auspices  of  the 
International  Bank  and  of  the  International  Monetary  Fund  respec- 
tively. Its  effectuation  would  not  only  make  possible  our  effective  eco- 
nomic aid  to  present  allies  in  the  West  without  a  distracting  and  dis- 
turbing emphasis  on  economic  individualism.  It  would  also  permit  the 
whole  democratic  bloc,  with  American  leadership,  to  muster  its  re- 
sources so  as  to  offer  a  genuine  alternative  to  Communism  in  China  and 
the  Far  East  and  to  Russia's  East  European  satellites.  It  would  aid  in 
the  spreading  of  disaffection  behind  the  Iron  and  Silken  Curtains  by 
giving  hope  of  material  betterment  with  and  through  freedom,  and 
by  spreading  conviction  that  we  understood  the  needs,  and  sympathized 
practically  with  the  aspirations,  of  peoples  far  different  in  heritage  and 
situation  from  ourselves.  For  such  a  co-prosperity  program  would  be 
genuine.  It  would  embrace  and  implement  the  Japanese  promise  of 
common  sharing  in  progressive  material  development.  Aside  from  prac- 
ticality, such  a  teaching  would  have  moral  appeal,  something  not  true 
of  either  the  dogma  of  economic  individuahsm  or  the  doctrine  of  our 
own  immediate  economic  national  interest  as  a  criterion  for  trade  and 
investment. 


Achievements  and  prospects 

Despite  our  recent  tendency  towards  intransigent  and  narrowed  dog- 
matism in  determining  conditions  for  collaboration  with  our  allies,  we 
have  avoided  both  Utopian  idealism  and  nationalistic  realism  alike  in 
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the  conduct  of  World  War  II  and  in  our  postwar  diplomacy  and  for- 
eign policy.  We  have  shown  reasonable  awareness  of  time  and  human 
imperfection  as  hmits  on  possible  achievement.  Despite  naivete  about 
the  U.S.S.R.,  despite  initial  misinformation  as  to  the  nature  of  Com- 
munism in  China,  and  despite  internal  appeasements  of  both  reactionary 
and  radical  extremists,  we  have  also  shown  our  capacity  to  adapt  to  the 
conditions  of  the  present  world  and  to  pursue  generally  enlightened 
policies  in  it.  From  Bretton  Woods  and  Dumbarton  Oaks  to  leadership 
of  the  United  Nations  in  the  Korean  international  law  enforcement 
action,  our  policy,  aided  by  well-directed  criticism  and  by  resultant 
correction  of  lapses,  has  with  considerable  consistency  been  on  the  side 
of  using  and  strengthening  international  organization  and  incernational 
economic  co-operation.  Where  we  have  failed,  we  have  done  so  at  least 
as  often  by  reason  of  lack  of  imagination  and  daring  due  to  the  pressure 
of  ungenerous  concepts  of  national  interest  as  from  unrealistic  con- 
fidence and  misplaced  trust. 

At  root  our  policy  has  embodied  a  hesitant  and  imperfect  recog- 
nition that  the  interests  of  the  United  States  are  international  and 
collective,  not  nationalistic  and  exclusive.  It  has  revealed  a  consonance 
between  the  American  antistatist  tradition  of  freedom  and  statesman- 
ship on  behalf  of  the  social  nation  and  the  aspirations  of  other  peoples. 
It  has  supported  their  endeavors  to  escape  from  economic  want  and  to 
attain  political  security.  It  has  demonstrated  that  today  a  realistic  con- 
cept of  national  interest  must  be  based  in  theory  and  practice  on  the 
genuine  morality  of  respect  for  the  finite  particularity  of  peoples.  It 
has  rested  on  a  perception  that  all  peoples  share  a  common  humanity.  It 
has  recognized  that,  in  a  transition  stage  from  old  nationalism  to  new 
world  order,  they  strive  uncertainly,  tentatively,  adaptively,  and  yet 
determinedly  to  create  institutions  and  mechanisms  for  the  further- 
ance of  that  humanity  without  abandonment  of  cherished  diversities. 
However  uncertainly,  we  have  proclaimed  that  in  such  a  world  the 
United  States  must  interpret  its  national  interest  as  international  inter- 
est. For  we  are  heirs  to  Western  culture.  In  the  past,  we  were  creators 
of  new  patterns  for  the  more  effective  reaUzation  of  ancient  human  in- 
sights. Today  we  are  possessors  of  power  for  leadership.  Rights  and 
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duties  follow,  in  a  situation  where  practical  success  and  moral  obliga- 
tion are  luckily  consonant  and  interdependent. 

Whatever  the  difficulties  and  the  dangers  of  our  present  position,  the 
future  does  not  look  unpromising.  True,  some  sections  of  the  business 
community,  recently  eager  to  decrease  the  range,  the  costs,  and  the 
inhibiting  effect  of  government  controls  over  their  enterprises,  may  also 
strive  to  maximize  individual  business  enterprise  and  minimize  gov- 
ernmental aid  abroad.  Such  a  course  would  clearly  make  coherent  and 
sustained  policy  difficult.  It  would  involve  a  failure  to  subordinate  pri- 
vate economics  to  public  politics.  It  would  decrease  our  appeal  and 
effectiveness  in  the  world  by  emphasizing  our  calculating  self-interest. 

Nevertheless,  isolationist  sentiment  itself  appears  to  be  recessive  as 
a  business  attitude.  Indeed,  large  portions  of  the  business  community 
appear  to  be  aware  of  their  public  responsibility.  They  perceive  that  it 
is  not  enough  to  confine  themselves  to  their  private  tasks.  They  are 
aware  that  it  is  unwise  to  confine  government  to  support  of  their  enter- 
prises, or  to  nonintervention  in  their  conduct.  Indeed,  many  business 
leaders  have  shown  a  willingness  to  participate  in  government  and  to 
give  those  officially  responsible  for  its  conduct  the  benefit  of  their 
advice.  They  have  done  so,  often  at  considerable  cost  to  themselves, 
from  a  consciousness  of  public  obligation,  rather  than  as  a  matter  of 
self-protection  or  self-seeking  alone.  They  have  asked  only  for  a  regime 
in  which  they  can  participate  and  be  consulted  as  respectable  and  re- 
spected citizens,  and  a  public  attitude  not  weighted  by  the  assumption 
that  they  are  in  their  normal  behavior  actual  or  potential  public  ene- 
mies. There  seems  a  real  likelihood  that  many  leaders  in  our  economy 
will  become  partners  in  that  co-organic  public  welfare  state  which  is 
the  necessity  of  our  time  and  place.  They  are  prepared  to  regard  gov- 
ernment as  useful  instrumentality  rather  than  dangerous  enemy.  Pro- 
vided they  do  not  totally  disappoint  expectations,  our  unique  achieve- 
ment of  the  ptiblic  welfare  society  seems  secure. 

Their  participation  may  also  be  expected  to  emphasize  the  necessities 
of  coherence  in  foreign  policy.  They  will  come  to  perceive  the  neces- 
sary limits  of  private  enterprise  in  international  affairs,  and  the  need 
to  subordinate  private  ambitions  for  economic  gain  in  order  to  avoid 
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those  self-contradictory  consequences  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  nation 
which  Beard  long  since  described.  They  will  come  to  realize  that  eco- 
nomic instrumentalities  may  and  should  be  used  to  give  us  lasting  lead- 
ership through  ideological  and  moral  appeal,  rather  than  as  means  to 
achieve  temporary  ascendancy  through  superior  compulsive  power.  In- 
deed, once  they  grasp  the  basic  nature  of  bipolar  conflict  as  a  struggle 
for  leadership  in  industrializing  the  nonindustrial  world,  in  creating 
mass  markets  and  higher  living  standards,  and  in  promoting  leisure  for 
consumption,  our  manufacturing  and  business  leaders  may  accept  the 
imaginative  challenge  to  their  creative  organizing  ability.  Eager  to  ex- 
ercise their  peculiar  craftsmanship  and  to  enjoy  power  attained  by  means 
of  efficient  performance  of  their  function,  they  may  subordinate  nar- 
row and  partially  unreal  considerations  of  profit  to  the  statesmanlike 
task  of  promoting  American  triumph  through  our  leadership  in  ful- 
filling the  world's  demands.  Thereby,  and  thereby  alone,  can  the  errors 
and  evils  of  Soviet  Communism  be  combatted.  Thereby  Western  lead- 
ership can  be  assured.  Thereby  we  may  in  due  time  achieve  the  means 
to  the  triumphant  realization,  in  a  world-wide  society  of  societies,  of 
man  the  ultimate  person. 

Meanwhile,  whatever  the  injustices  of  recent  criticism  of  our  for- 
eign policy  and  however  unwarranted  the  extreme  lack  of  confidence 
in  its  conduct,  support  of  the  present  administration  rests,  among  other 
things,  on  a  conviction  of  its  knowledge  and  competence  in  foreign 
affairs  and  of  its  understanding  of  the  nature  and  needs  of  bipolar 
conflict.  Moreover,  though  only  yesterday  popular  aspiration  seemed  to 
be  towards  disengagement  in  Korea,  and  perhaps  towards  a  general 
withdrawal  from  global  commitments,  the  underlying  need  was  for 
positive  confidence  which  could  overcome  uncertainty  and  negative 
fear.  That  need  has  already  been  satisfied  in  large  measure,  without 
fundamental  changes  in  policy,  even  though  the  peace  which  men  hoped 
would  follow  an  armistice  seems  still  far  distant.  But  our  final  success 
in  Korea  taught  us  a  lesson:  far  from  insisting  on  any  withdrawal  or 
compromise  in  our  dealings  with  the  Soviet  bloc,  the  American  peo- 
ple endorsed  an  aggressive  and  forthright  policy,  despite  a  minority's 
desire  to  withdraw  from  U.N.  and  world  commitments.  They  did  so, 
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moreover,  with  a  clear  awareness  of  possible  costs.  (The  later  settlement 
did  so  prevail,  even  though  the  results  reached  involved  a  compromise 
and  revealed  a  moderation  which  led  some  falsely  to  infer  an  abandon- 
ment of  firmness.)  Such  confidence  in  executive  leadership,  provided  it 
is  maintained,  should  of  itself  facilitate  the  task  of  congressmen  in  in- 
structing and  leading  their  electorates.  They  may  find  themselves  de- 
livered from  the  need  to  reflect,  even  when  they  do  not  embody  or  en- 
courage, popular  fears  and  withdrawals.  They  may  be  enabled  effectively 
to  discourage  any  future  clamor  for  an  immediate  safety  and,  if  con- 
flict occurs,  an  appeasing  peace,  where  the  consequences  would  be 
disastrous. 

Such  public  confidence  as  we  now  possess  creates  the  needful  ag- 
gressive commitment  to  our  moral  tradition  and  purpose.  It  overcomes 
escapism.  It  avoids  the  merely  artificial  unity  of  dogmatic  bipartisan- 
ship. It  helps  beget  that  conscious  consensus  on  fundamentals  so 
requisite  to  the  health  of  our  ideas  and  institutions  at  home,  and  to  their 
successful  championing  and  spread  in  the  world.  Our  exaggerated  fear- 
fulness  of  real,  but  limited,  threats  of  subversion  at  home  and  our  un- 
confident  resistance  to  the  Soviet  pattern  and  progress  abroad  have 
together  constituted  our  recent  weakness  in  the  midst  of  strength. 
They  have  hidden  from  us,  not  less  than  from  others,  the  superior  pro- 
gressiveness  and  promise  of  our  own  lasting  way.  And,  while  no  com- 
bination of  right  and  power  guarantees  success  in  the  world,  their  joint 
organization  as  a  positive  crusade  based  on  universal  appeal  is  our  own 
and  the  world's  best  hope.  For  power  is  generated  by  shared  purpose. 
The  idealism  of  such  sharing  is  the  most  realistic,  and  the  sole  perma- 
nently rewarding,  realism. 
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The  means  and  ends  of  our  policy 

To  gain  an  effective  foreign  policy,  we  Americans  must  adopt  our  own 
theory  and  practice  of  constitutional  democracy  to  fit  the  very  differ- 
ent social  and  cultural  traditions  of  other  peoples.  We  must  place  our 
emphasis  on  the  trend  and  potentiality  of  their  institutional  systems 
rather  than  on  their  instant  achievement.  We  must  be  fully  aware  that 
in  many  countries  Hmited  literacy  and  political  inexperience  make  the 
immediate  realization  of  our  way  of  life  manifestly  impossible.  But  we 
must  never  lose  sight  of  the  essential  values  embodied  in  our  system. 
We  must  sell  them  to  others.  We  must  see  to  it  that  others  do  not  sell 
them  short.  For  our  concern  for  personality  and  our  stress  on  means  and 
ends  as  both  continuous  and  concomitant  constitute  the  basis  of  an 
aggressive  reply  to  the  Communist  profession  and  promise.  They  are 
the  very  ground  for  confidence  in  the  superiority  of  our  case.  They  en- 
able us  to  avoid  a  defensiveness  which  is  at  once  apologetic  and  glaringly 
self-interested. 


American  policy  and  citizen  participation    iV    179 

Yet,  even  given  our  commitment  to  the  principle  and  our  positive 
good  will  to  follow  it  in  practice,  the  difficulties  of  practical  implemen- 
tation are  great.  Past  experience  with  China  is  here  illuminating.  The 
widespread  and  long-lived  belief  that  the  Chinese  Communists  were 
well-intentioned  agrarians,  even  if  not  totally  unwarranted  at  the  start, 
soon  distorted  sound  calculations  as  to  a  possible  basis  for  a  progressive 
Chinese  regime  based  on  co-operation.  Later,  we  too  readily  gave  sup- 
port to  Chiang  Kai-Shek  as  the  enemy  of  our  Japanese  enemies  without 
sufficient  control  of  our  aid.  We  failed  to  insist  that  the  condition  of 
aid  must  be  reform  to  secure  a  lasting,  stable,  more  broadly  based,  and 
popularly  appealing  regime.  That  failure  rested  initially  on  a  forgetting 
of  principle.  It  rested  finally  on  a  false  calculation  of  power,  of  which 
party  needed  the  other  most:  our  very  eagerness  first  to  contain,  and 
then  to  defeat,  Japan  permitted  the  Generalissimo  to  out-bluff  us.  Yet 
our  failure  also  resulted  from  the  difficulty  of  finding  an  effective  third 
force.  Such  a  force  had  to  be  non-Communist.  It  had  to  be  progressive, 
reformist,  and  uncorrupt.  It  had  to  possess  sufficient  appeal  to  be  made 
genuinely  powerful  by  our  aid  and  sufficient  prestige  to  warrant  our  in- 
sistence on  its  inclusion  in  government  as  a  major  partner.  It  did  not 
exist.  It  still  needs  to  be  created.  Our  lasting  problem  in  China,  even 
given  eventual  Communist  defeat,  will  be  how  to  promote  its  creation. 
For  it  is  clear  that  only  a  despairing  disillusion  with  Communism  could 
lead  to  effective  recapture  of  that  country  by  the  Nationalist  govern- 
ment, however  great  our  material  and  military  support  of  its  program 
for  reconquest  of  Chinese  territory.  It  is  no  less  clear  that  a  stable 
government  of  that  vast  land  would  be  lastingly  unlikely  on  the  present 
narrow  base.  No  American  policy  confined  to  support  of  such  leader- 
ship can  win  or  hold  the  enthusiasm  and  support  of  other  Asiatic  peo- 
ples or  overcome  the  anti-Western  orientation  of  a  revolutionary  na- 
tionalism. 

The  lack  of  a  third  force  still  marks  many  countries  or  areas  of  Asia. 
It  is  genuinely  difficult  for  us  at  once  to  support  unpopular  anti- 
Communist  groups  on  grounds  of  immediate  urgency  and  to  encourage 
and  help  to  create  the  requisite  parties  and  leadership  which  can  last- 
ingly and  convincingly  proffer  an  acceptable  path  to  modernization. 
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For  the  condition  of  their  acceptance  is  commitment  to  a  seeking  after 
social  justice.  They  must  promote  the  general  welfare  consonantly  with 
observance  of  the  overall  method  of  freedom.  Their  aim  must  be 
progress  towards  democracy,  of  which  the  first  prerequisites  are  popular 
education  and  raised  living  standards. 

Our  task  today  is  to  encourage  and  develop  the  necessary  leader- 
ship. In  giving  economic  aid,  we  must  always  insist  on  its  proper  use  for 
the  good  of  the  intended  beneficiaries.  "We  must  devise  effective  sanc- 
tions to  prevent  abuse  or  misuse.  Where  possible,  we  must  utilize  the 
United  Nations  and  its  international  financial  institutions  as  the  most 
appropriate  instrument  whereby  to  create  a  shared  interest  in  impera- 
tive undertakings  and  the  needed  sanctions.  For  we  must  avoid  the 
stigma  of  unwarranted  and  self-interested  interference  and  interven- 
tion. 

While  the  situation  in  Europe  is  radically  different,  the  need  to  give 
sustained  economic  assistance  in  such  a  way  as  to  strengthen  democratic 
forces  is  equally  real.  There,  too,  it  is  imperative  to  insist  that  moneys 
and  goods  which  we  provide  be  used  for  the  intended  purposes,  and  to 
the  advantage  of  the  intended  beneficiaries.  In  Western  Europe,  more- 
over, we  are  even  less  justified  in  supporting  those  who  seek  to  regain 
or  to  establish  privileged  position.  For  industry  is  well  developed,  po- 
litical consciousness  has  long  since  awakened,  and  participation  by  the 
rank  and  file  in  pubUc  life  is  a  cherished  right.  It  is  not  necessary  for 
us  to  rely  on  a  very  limited  group  which  is  not  democratic  in  view- 
point as  the  only  effective  leadership  against  Communism  and  the  only 
alternative  to  it.  The  past  ascendancy  of  such  groups  has  been  a  major 
cause  of  indignation  and  lack  of  public  morale.  Their  existence  and  their 
actions  have  encouraged  the  workers  to  support  Communism.  Today, 
any  buttressing  we  give  to  such  groups  plays  still  more  into  Communist 
hands.  For  when  such  groups  misuse  or  misappropriate  aid  which  we 
provide  for  reconstruction,  anti-American  sentiment  is  strengthened. 
This  country  must  not  appear  to  dictate  to  European  peoples  who  are 
rendered  sensitive  by  suffering  and  by  declining  power.  But  for  us  to 
permit  misuse  of  assistance  for  the  profit  of  limited  groups,  and  with- 
out general  benefits,  is  in  the  eyes  of  the  rank  and  file  precisely  illegiti- 
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mate  intervention,  even  though  it  involves  no  positive  action.  On  the 
other  hand,  a  proper  watchfulness  on  our  part  and  an  efficient  control 
to  insure  gains  in  general  welfare  from  American  or  international  as- 
sistance would  be  fully  acceptable.  It  would  appear  as  proper  support 
of  a  broadly  based  drive  to  achieve  at  once  effective  production  and 
general  benefits  from  renewed  energies. 

Our  need  in  Europe  is  to  recognize  that  les  classes  dirigeantes  (the 
leaders  in  industry  and  finance  who  seemingly  correspond  to  our  own 
manufacturing  and  business  classes)  in  general  do  not  possess  the  at- 
titude and  outlook  of  our  own  captains  and  managers  of  industry. 
They  do  not  possess  the  same  prestige.  They  do  not  respond  to  the 
same  motivations.  They  do  not  share  the  same  attitudes.  They  do  not 
pursue  the  same  objectives.  They  do  not  hold  the  same  view  of  the  pur- 
pose of  politics.  Likewise,  European  social-welfare  politics  with  its  so- 
cialist programs  results  in  large  part  from  the  failures  in  social  re- 
sponsibility of  a  major  segment  of  the  investing  and  industrial  leader- 
ship groups.  It  is  also  a  consequence  of  poverty  in  resources  and  of 
relative  decline  in  economic  position  of  that  region.  The  American 
indictment  of  the  evils  of  statism  is  indeed  correct.  For  the  end  product 
of  statism  is  totalitarianism,  and  the  total  denial  of  personal  freedom. 
Even  before  that  stage  is  reached,  men's  energies  are  inhibited  rather 
than  released.  Nevertheless,  it  is  our  interest  and  obligation  to  per- 
ceive the  current  practical  and  moral  need  in  many  nations  of  Europe 
for  a  large  degree  of  state  action  and  control,  and  for  a  far  more 
thorough-going  program  of  social  welfare,  including  a  good  deal  of 
socialism,  than  is  requisite  or  tolerable  under  our  more  favorable  con- 
ditions. For  there  a  socialistic  political  economy  is  the  sole  effective 
insurance  against  Communism.  The  only  other  choice  would  be  a  fascist 
totalitarianism,  which  we  would  deplore  as  much  as  Communism.  Hap- 
pily, such  regimes  would  in  several  major  countries  be  neither  stable 
nor  popular. 

We  must  be  the  chief  financiers  and  the  primary  source  of  technical 
and  expert  personnel  and  of  an  economic  and  technical  assistance  pro- 
gram, whether  carried  out  by  ourselves  directly  or  through  United 
Nations  institutions.  The  purpose  of  such  a  program  is  to  develop  local 
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resources  and  skills  in  all  areas  not  under  Communist  control.  In  the 
process,  social  dislocations  must  be  minimized.  The  local  inhabitants 
must  strive  for  self-dependence  under  self-direction.  If  they  are  to  do 
so,  they  must  look  forward  to  enjoyment  in  due  course  of  the  stand- 
ards of  living,  of  welfare,  and  of  leisure  necessary  to  free  men.  It  is 
our  vital  interest  to  demonstrate  the  possibility  of  such  achievement  and 
to  assist  them  in  making  it  reality.  Thereby  we  may  prove  that  Com- 
munism under  Russian  auspices,  or  on  any  totalitarian  pattern,  is  neither 
necessary  to  achievement  nor  superior  in  achievement.  Rather,  it  need- 
lessly demands  sacrifices  of  liberty.  Through  its  means  it  pointlessly 
perverts  its  professed  moral  ends  and  fails  to  attain  them. 

The  human  lot  is,  we  repeat,  inescapably  tragic.  Irony  is  deeply  em- 
bedded in  history.  Tensions  in  and  between  societies  are  inescapable. 
The  Communist  analysis  of  the  causes  of  such  human  ills  is  superficial. 
Its  solution  is  Utopian.  Its  practice  brings  greater  and  needless  evils. 
By  contrast,  the  Western  ethic  accepts  the  inescapable  limits  of  our 
lot,  but  strives  to  overcome  all  others.  In  our  time,  the  integrated 
combination  of  democratic  institutions  and  industrial  technology  af- 
fords the  best  means  to  the  fulfillment  of  men  as  persons.  It  permits, 
though  it  does  not  guarantee,  progress  towards  human  betterment.  The 
United  States  is  the  vanguard  and  the  leader.  We  have,  therefore,  all 
the  duties  of  leadership  in  the  march  towards  such  achievement.  Our 
unswerving  commitment  to  that  enterprise  is  the  condition  of  success- 
ful leadership  and  power.  It  is  also  the  price  of  preservation  of  our 
achievement  and  furtherance  at  home  of  our  basic  values.  Our  ob- 
jective is  therefore  a  leveling  upward  towards  our  own  standards,  po- 
litical and  economic.  To  that  end  we  must  confront  and  accept  sacri- 
fice. We  must  endure  a  slower  progress  at  home  than  would  be  imme- 
diately but  insecurely  available  on  a  more  short-sighted  and  selfish  basis. 

In  our  striving  towards  common  ends,  we  must  make  clear  our 
awareness  of  the  different  and  difficult  conditions  which  other  peoples 
confront.  We  must  show  that  we  accept  the  consequent  limitations  on 
their  immediate  achievement,  even  as  we  give  them  intelligent  help 
towards  a  long-term  betterment  of  their  lot.  At  the  same  time,  we 
must  take  all  steps  necessary  to  preserve  our  own  economy  and  to  main- 
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tain  the  creative  drive  of  its  established  motivations.  We  must  not  give 
aid  to  others  to  the  point  of  our  own  impoverishment  and  to  the  de- 
struction of  our  own  power.  For  instance,  we  must  not,  in  making 
our  home  markets  more  readily  available  to  others,  bring  major  dis- 
locations to  our  own  communities.  We  must  not  by  tariff  reduction  or 
removal  destroy  established  industries  or  leave  workers  without  em- 
ployment. To  weaken  ourselves  is  to  play  into  the  hands  of  our  op- 
ponents and  to  strengthen  their  power.  An  unrealistic  benevolence 
which  ruins  or  internally  weakens  our  own  economy  as  a  going  concern 
means  long-term  failure  to  achieve  our  professed  purposes.  It  means 
decreased  effectiveness  in  bringing  about  lasting  improvements  in  the 
condition  of  others  who  seek  our  blessings  and  benefits.  In  the  end,  such 
a  course  gives  victory  without  war  to  totalitarian  Communism. 

Such  victory  is  Russia's  immediate  purpose.  It  is  also  its  highest 
hope.  Moreover,  its  achievement  would  give  specious  confirmation  to 
Marxist-Leninist  theory.  Apart  from  Russian  nationalistic  ambitions, 
the  policies  of  the  Soviet  Union  are  directed  in  fact  and  in  intent  to 
level  others — the  United  States  in  particular — down  towards  its  own 
very  limited  economic  achievement.  Through  cold-war  techniques,  its 
dictatorship  strives  to  make  the  combined  burden  of  military  aid  and 
defense  and  economic  assistance  so  great  a  strain  on  American  resources 
as  to  destroy  our  effectiveness  and  undermine  our  power.  Thereby  it  seeks 
to  render  plausible  its  claim  that,  quite  apart  from  the  selfishness  of 
capitalists,  the  system  of  Western  democracy  and  the  public-welfare 
economy  which  rejects  statist  socialism  are  incapable  of  providing  a 
basis  for  the  betterment  of  other  peoples.  It  strives  to  prove  that  our 
program  of  economic  modernization  and  our  technique  for  achieving 
a  co-operative  order  of  interdependent  nations  is  unworkable  where 
it  is  not  hypocritical. 

It  behooves  us,  therefore,  whatever  the  difficulties  and  strains,  to 
demonstrate  that  the  Soviet  claims  that  our  program  is  unworkable 
are  as  untrue  as  the  Communist  indictment  that  our  whole  intention 
is  to  exploit  other  peoples.  For  us  to  endeavor  to  protect  and  further 
our  political  and  economic  system  and  values  at  home  without  regard 
to  others  is  to  concede  defeat  in  the  bipolar  struggle  for  the  world.  It 
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is  to  prefer  a  precarious  short-term  well-being  in  an  increasingly  an- 
tagonistic world  instead  of  the  hard  effort  of  leadership.  To  make  such 
a  choice  is  moral  and  spiritual  self-corruption.  Should  we  use  the  rules 
of  private  enterprise,  of  profit  and  loss,  of  sound  investment  and  re- 
turn, as  criteria  for  giving  or  withholding  aid  to  others,  we  shall  like- 
wise destroy  ourselves,  though  more  slowly.  For  such  narrow  and  in- 
appropriate calculations  are  emblematic  of  a  failure  of  statesmanship. 
They  reveal  lack  of  awareness  on  the  part  of  the  policy-maker  that,  in 
the  world  today,  gain  and  loss  are  political,  not  economic.  And  modern 
world  politics  rests  ultimately  on  moral  values  and  their  ideological 
appeal. 


Instruments  and  techniques: 
Bipartisanship,  true  and  false 

At  the  political  level  of  party  politics  and  the  legislative  way  of  life, 
Americans  should  reject  the  dogma  and  the  misguidedly  self-imposed 
constraint  of  bipartisan  foreign  policy.  That  policy  has  been  much 
praised  for  its  enlightened  loyalty.  Its  reality  has  nevertheless  some- 
times been  questioned.  Bipartisanship  has  occasionally  been  indicted  on 
grounds  of  partisan  expediency.  But  the  wisdom  of  the  policy  as  prac- 
tical political  ethics  is  rarely  challenged.  Such  a  policy  is  no  doubt 
requisite  in  times  of  collective  emergency,  of  clear  and  present  danger 
to  the  national  whole.  As  intelligent  and  enlightened  abstention  from 
irresponsible  partisanship,  as  loyal  support  of  necessary  financial  and 
material  means  to  implement  particular  policies  at  the  moment  in  ejffect 
and  not  at  once  to  be  changed,  it  is  also  appropriate.  Bipartisanship  may 
likewise  emerge  and  endure  both  in  domestic  and  foreign  affairs  as  an 
expression  of  a  new  consensus  and  the  creation  of  a  broad-based  vital 
center.  Then  it  is  wholly  admirable.  For  it  constitutes  the  precondition 
to  effective  debate  without  danger  of  disruption.  It  provides  the  matrix 
for  that  continuity  and  coherence  which  gives  a  sense  of  security  both 
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to  ourselves  and  others  by  permitting  reasonably  safe  prediction  of  our 
future  course.  But  beyond  emergency,  magnanimous  loyalty,  or  genu- 
ine consensus,  bipartisanship  becomes  a  failure  to  transmit  and  trans- 
form the  major  elements  which  collectively  constitute  the  interest  of 
the  social  nation  into  a  coherent,  dynamically  fluctuating,  policy.  It 
then  involves  abdication  of  a  major  brokerage  function  of  the  party 
system.  It  involves  likewise  an  unwillingness  or  inability  to  offer  con- 
structive alternatives  to  existing  policy  within  the  framework  of  con- 
sensus. It  thereby  robs  us  of  the  democratic  vitality  of  self-criticism 
and  of  a  public  opinion  educated  by  controversy. 

Happily,  whatever  the  ceremonials  of  formal  partisan  voting,  the 
total  processes  of  legislation  and  of  executive-legislative  relations  in 
this  country  are  not  such  as  to  produce  laws  or  policies  which  repre- 
sent a  strict  majority  view,  and  majoritarian  attitude.  The  minority 
is  not  left  utterly  at  loggerheads  with  the  majority.  It  is  not  excluded 
from  consideration  in  the  making  of  law  and  policy.  Consequently  it 
does  not  outragedly  reject  in  toto  the  actual  decisions  made.  Moreover, 
American  constitutionalism  goes  deeper  than  formal  checks  and  bal- 
ances, judicial  review,  or  guaranteed  rights.  Indeed,  conflicts  in  the 
United  States  are  not  fundamentally  on  party  lines,  and  the  English 
pattern  of  Government  and  Opposition  is  not  our  practice.  For  both 
parties  represent  a  spectrum  of  opinion,  and  the  centers  of  the  two 
spectra  constitute  a  majority  and  embody  consensus.  It  would  be  un- 
wise to  abandon  party  planks,  party  alignments,  and  party  debate  in 
the  realm  of  foreign,  as  of  domestic,  affairs.  Rather,  it  is  necessary  to 
re-create  debate  within  a  range  of  agreement  which  transcends  partisan- 
ship. Otherwise,  we  lose  the  advantage  of  dynamic  and  organic  con- 
tinuity in  policy.  We  achieve  at  best  a  static  and  uncreative  unity.  We 
forego  the  confidence  which  comes  from  vital  discussion.  We  sacrifice 
the  enlightened  national  feeling  to  what  is  at  root  a  statist  line. 

For  the  vital  center  is  only  vital  when  it  is  emergent  from  the  inter- 
play of  diverse  interests  which  voluntarily,  and  perhaps  unconsciously, 
share  an  overriding  common  concern.  Imposed  as  political  duty,  and 
by  the  eschewing  of  free  debate,  it  is  in  fact  devitalized  and  deleterious. 
Moreover,  on  the  thesis  here  proclaimed  that  foreign  and  domestic  policy 
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are  facets  of  one  whole,  partisanship  in  the  one  and  bipartisanship  in 
the  other  constitute  on  their  face  a  ludicrous  position,  and  one  impos- 
sible long  to  maintain.  If  it  could  be  maintained,  moreover,  it  could  be 
achieved  only  at  the  price  of  a  pointless  and  harmful  incoherence  in 
total  policy.  That  we  today  have  a  tendency  to  bipartisanship  also  in 
domestic  affairs  is  in  a  sense  true.  For  we  are  proceeding  rapidly  to 
eliminate  or  exclude  as  real  influences  extremists  of  right  and  left  in 
both  parties.  But  few  would  maintain  that  a  lack  of  party  issues  within 
the  new  agreement  is  either  desirable  or  probable.  Certainly  domestic 
bipartisanship  is  not  a  dogmatic  duty.  Moreover,  a  one-party  state  of 
two  parties  would  on  such  terms  be  a  serious  threat  to  our  democracy. 
Bipartisanship  may  mean  the  following  of  administration  policies  by 
the  minority  party.  It  may  also  mean  that  curious  brand  of  "me  too- 
ism"  on  the  part  of  the  majority,  of  the  executive,  or  of  the  relevant 
administrative  departments  under  the  executive,  which  has  on  occasion 
been  evident  in  the  endorsing  and  proclaiming  of  allegiance  to  minority 
doctrines  of  national  interest  and  preachments  of  poHcy.  In  either 
event,  it  readily  comes  to  constitute  an  internal  appeasement  which, 
in  its  lack  of  courage  and  conviction,  can  be  more  harmful  than  ex- 
ternal appeasement.  In  the  realm  of  policy,  moreover,  it  begets  an 
extreme  oscillation  between  appeasement  and  aggressiveness  in  our 
dealings  with  other  nations.  Nor  is  this  result  accidental.  In  foreign 
affairs,  bipartisanship  developed  out  of  crisis.  It  constitutes  a  superb 
democratic  equivalent  to  emergency  power  and  to  dictatorship.  But, 
the  emergency  past,  it  has  encouraged  emergency  thinking  and  the  con- 
viction of  insecurity,  and  has  helped  to  make  these  unbalanced  reactions 
a  constant  in  our  lives.  Insofar  as  America  has  influence  on  world 
thinking,  it  has  thereby  contributed  to  the  prolongation  of  emergency 
and  to  the  failure  to  diminish  international  tensions.  For,  in  the  name 
of  realism  and  loyalty,  the  artificial  consensus  of  the  bipartisan  dogma 
has  prevented  that  healthful  enquiry  and  that  ability  to  dissent  with- 
out becoming  suspect  which  help  to  generate  realistic  insight  into  the 
strength  and  limitations  of  opponents  and  the  possible  grounds  of 
accommodation  with  them.  Such  bipartisanship  helps  to  create  and, 
once  created,  to  strengthen  stereotypes  which  inhibit  thought  and  bring 
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about  violent  emotion.  Inevitably  it  becomes  the  handmaid  of  a  dogma 
of  Utopian  catastrophism,  of  that  dangerous  attitude  which  eschews 
moderate  solutions  by  compromise  and  seeks  a  final  and  lasting,  but 
humanly  impossible,  solution  through  a  showdown.  Such  catastrophism 
is  at  least  as  inimical  to  effective  policy  as  the  utopianism  of  pure  and 
practically  undefiled  moral  aspiration.  Both  are  equally  satisfying  as  a 
substitute  for  that  proper  conduct  of  diplomacy  which  always  necessi- 
tates the  nerve  of  failure.  A  return  to  the  normalcy  of  partisanship  in  all 
spheres  of  politics  is  a  basic  need  for  the  effective  pursuit  of  America's 
international  interest.  Such  a  return  might  also  decrease  the  excessive 
compensatory  strafing,  despite  our  admitted  range  of  agreement,  over 
certain  issues  of  domestic  policy.  By  its  very  moderation,  it  would 
thereby  aid  in  the  creation  of  a  truly  vital  center. 


Instruments  and  techniques: 

Public  participation  in  policy  and  propaganda 

The  representation  and  consultation  of  interested  and  informed  groups 
is  generally  sound  practice  in  the  making  and  execution  of  public  policies. 
Its  value  is  no  less  great  in  foreign  than  in  domestic  affairs;  and  is  in  some 
ways  even  more  valuable  as  insurance  against  merely  governmental 
formulation  of  the  national  interest.  The  objective  of  such  consideration 
of  group  viewpoints  must  be  to  render  viable  and  to  harmonize  in  a 
sustainedly  coherent  and  dynamic  pattern  of  policy  the  diverse  elements 
which  in  their  sum  constitute  the  national  interest  of  the  American 
social  order.  Roughly  what  is  needed  is  an  equivalent,  or  a  series  of  forces 
in  their  totality  equivalent,  to  Calhoun's  doctrine  of  concurrent  ma- 
jority, divorced  from  the  sectional  basis  and  the  narrowed  concept  of 
interests  of  that  suggestive  teaching.  Essentially  the  task  is  to  intrude 
into  the  formulation  and  execution  of  day-by-day  policy,  with  due  re- 
gard to  security  considerations,  the  economic,  social,  and  cultural  in- 
terests which  are  essential  parts  of  our  political  order. 
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Certain  organizations  which  function  in  our  domestic  affairs,  but 
came  into  existence  and  enjoy  significance  owing  to  our  present  world 
position  and  our  resultant  defense  activities,  may  be  relevant  by  loose 
but  suggestive  analogy.  The  local  draft  boards  which  operate  our 
selective  service  system  are  the  first  and  most  obvious  example.  They 
are  not  composed  of  experts.  They  are  bodies  of  ordinary  citizens  who 
agree  to  serve  in  their  spare  time  and  are  chosen  for  the  confidence  they 
command  locally.  They  express  the  sense  and  judgment  of  their  com- 
munities. They  work  in  the  Hght  of  determined  national  needs  and  under 
general  instructions  and  specific  restraints.  Different  in  structure  and 
purpose,  but  also  loosely  relevant,  were  the  War  Labor  Boards,  national 
and  regional,  of  the  Second  World  War:  and,  despite  all  criticism,  the 
Wage  Stabilization  Boards  of  more  recent  vintage.  Their  tripartite  mem- 
berships brought  into  decision-making  and  policy-discussion  representa- 
tives of  the  two  interests,  labor  and  industry,  most  specifically  affected, 
and  of  the  public  at  large. 

In  an  area  directly  related  to  foreign  policy,  the  State  Department  has 
a  special  section  whose  function  it  is  to  encourage  and  inform  private 
organizations  in  states  and  cities  devoted  to  the  better  understanding  of 
UNESCO,  and  of  America's  role  therein.  Here,  indeed,  the  relationship 
between  oflScialdom  and  the  public  is  different,  and  in  form  one-way. 
Moreover,  the  function  itself  is  promotional  and  informational,  rather 
than  policy-making  or  administrative.  Yet  in  practice  such  interchange 
tends  to  become  one  of  mutual  influence.  Even  though  the  purpose  of 
the  relationship  may  be  to  popularize  official  attitudes,  the  outcome  is 
to  aid  expression  of  citizen  views,  and  to  further  the  conscious  spread  of 
concepts  of  the  international  interest  of  the  national  society.  Again, 
while  the  widespread  practice  of  using  private  experts  as  consultants  on 
policy  and  as  informants  on  foreign  conditions  is  very  different,  in  in- 
tention and  in  impact,  from  functional  participation  in  administration, 
it  tends  towards  similar  consequences.  The  same  also  applies  to  the  use  of 
relevant  private  persons  on  the  Voice  of  America  program.  In  truth,  we 
already  possess,  however  rudimentary  they  be  in  form,  and  however 
inadequate  in  quantity,  some  of  the  practices  and  operational  techniques 
most  suited  to  procure  and  insure  the  dominance  of  a  social,  rather  than 


American  policy  and  citizen  participation    ^    189 

a  statist,  concept  of  national  interest.  By  the  more  widespread  and 
effective  use  of  such  techniques  and  by  proper  reUance  on  pubUc-spirited 
and  competent  citizens,  we  may  insure  that  this  social  concept  of  na- 
tional interest  achieves  internal  recognition,  and  is  accepted  as  the  cre- 
ative base  of  our  international  interest.  We  may  thereby  combat  at  the 
grass  roots  and  in  our  daily  conduct  of  affairs  the  narrower  realism  of 
American  exclusiveness  and  superiority.  Thereby,  too,  we  can  partially 
overcome  internal  controversies  which  arise  from  ignorance;  and  so  do 
much  to  minimize  needlessly  harmful  antagonism  and  distrust  on  the 
part  of  other  peoples. 

It  is  the  part  of  wisdom,  then,  to  broaden  and  systematize  consultation 
and  participation;  to  create  a  recognized  and  institutionalized  citizen 
share  in  responsibility  for  policy;  and  to  insure  against  bureaucratic 
perversion  which  renders  the  contributing  citizen  an  enforced  instru- 
ment of  a  statist  line.  Here  again,  conscious  purpose  on  the  part  of 
participating  citizens  and  clear  awareness  of  the  nature  of  American 
interest  and  of  its  relation  to  America's  tradition  and  present  role  are 
the  real  insurances  against  a  wrong  orientation.  They  also  prevent  the 
reduction  of  the  person  to  a  servant  of  a  putative  interest  he  does  not 
share,  has  not  helped  to  make,  and  to  which  he  may  well  become  the 
sacrificial  victim. 

Curiously  enough,  a  return  to  partisanship  in  our  own  international 
politics  and  a  systematic  development  of  consultation  and  participation 
in  the  development  and  execution  of  policy  by  those  affected  may  actu- 
ally aid,  rather  than  hamper,  the  solution  of  one  set  of  real  problems 
which  arises  out  of  the  modern  conduct  of  diplomacy  and  the  nature  of 
modern  publicity.  In  order  to  render  diplomacy  more  effective,  some 
moderates  who  are  not  at  all  enamored  of  the  doctrine  of  amoral  national 
interest  nevertheless  seek  a  return  to  the  realism  of  the  old  European 
balance-of-power  system.  These  critics  have  seen  a  connection  between 
a  moralizing  utopianism  which  has  often  degenerated  in  practice  into 
a  "holier-than-thou"  attitude  on  the  part  of  America  and  the  false 
democratization  of  politics  through  the  appeal  and  organization  of 
mass  media  of  communication.  Such  media  depend  on  lowest  common 
denominator   appeals.   Necessarily,   therefore,   they  enthrone  the  sim- 
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plest  moralities  and  indignations.  Our  diplomats  are  consequently  sub- 
jected to  irrelevant  and  uninformed  criticism  and  to  pressures  which 
hamper  rather  than  aid  in  the  task  of  international  bargaining  and  ac- 
commodation. In  particular,  the  public  work  of  international  confer- 
ences suffers  from  premature  pubhcity.  In  the  event,  the  nation's  inter- 
national interest  is  harmed  rather  than  helped. 

Because  the  indictment  is  largely  warranted,  it  is  psychologically 
easy,  especially  for  those  who  have  a  decent  awareness  of  history,  to 
contrast  the  present  with  the  past.  By  a  simple  association,  they  relate 
secret  diplomacy  by  trained  diplomats,  the  balance-of -power  system, 
and  fairly  stable  peace  achieved  through  unexciting  adjustments  made 
without  publicity  and  without  hurt  prestige  and  lost  face.  They  con- 
trast such  a  climate  of  action  with  the  present-day  conduct  of  inter- 
national relations,  whether  between  individual  nations  or  in  the  col- 
lective conferences  of  United  Nations,  under  klieg  lights.  They  de- 
plore the  constant  tension,  indignation,  crisis,  and  conflict  which  are 
consequent  on  a  necessity  to  be  absolutely  right.  And  indeed  the  tech- 
niques of  an  earlier  diplomacy  did  have  much  to  commend  them.  But 
the  more  recent  search  for  open  covenants  openly  arrived  at  rested 
precisely  on  the  ground  that  commitments  made  in  secret  by  an  elite 
affected  the  fortunes  and  shaped  the  future  of  the  whole  body  of  citi- 
zens, whose  interests  were  unconsulted.  The  system  was  in  truth  con- 
ducive to  the  political  idea  of  national  interest.  It  is  peculiarly  anti- 
thetical to  the  social  concept  of  international  interest.  Yet  that  con- 
cept, slowly  evolved  and  still  new,  is  America's  peculiar  contribution 
by  example  to  a  better  world  order.  What  is  more,  as  politics  became 
democratized,  while  policy  remained  untouched  by  the  peoples'  hands, 
there  developed  that  very  dichotomy  between  internal  and  interna- 
tional affairs  which  it  is  necessary  to  overcome  for  the  sake  both  of  in- 
ternal and  international  well-being. 

A  return  to  times  past  is  no  solution.  Rather,  it  is  necessary  to  de- 
termine the  areas  appropriate  to  the  unobserved  conduct  of  calm  diplo- 
macy by  responsible  statesmen.  Then  we  must  establish  proper  con- 
ditions and  techniques  for  such  work.  But  we  must  always  make  sure 
that  the  end  product  of  their  deliberations  will  be  known,  and  subject 
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to  criticism.  Moreover,  wherever  secrecy  in  the  process  of  diplomacy 
may  produce  irremediable  harm,  regardless  of  the  responsibility  and 
responsiveness  of  statesmen,  continuous  public  observation  and  discus- 
sion have  to  be  assured. 

The  rightful  area  for  open  debate  and  for  the  general  formation  and 
expression  of  public  opinion  is  the  sphere  of  principle  and  over-all  pol- 
icy. Specific  application,  the  dealing  with  individual  situations  and  the 
ever-changing  facts  of  never-static  interests,  is  properly  the  region  of 
that  unwatched  negotiation  which  permits  give-and-take.  For  it  neces- 
sitates something  approaching  arbitration,  which  cannot  succeed  with- 
out unembarrassed  frankness  in  an  atmosphere  where  imponderables 
and  expediencies  may  be  duly  noted  and  assessed. 

Our  democracy,  habituated  to  mass  media  of  communication  and  to 
the  ungentlemanly  tactics  which  mark  alike  our  politics  and  our  na- 
tional sport,  too  readily  succumbs  to  the  notion  that  all  business  which 
affects  the  public  ought  to  be  open  to  the  public,  regardless  of  its  char- 
acter or  the  sensibilities  of  other  people.  Yet  to  accept  and  follow  that 
view  results  in  a  loss  of  the  flexibility  and  accommodation  so  neces- 
sary to  effective  policy.  On  occasion,  too,  it  leads  to  an  absence  of  mag- 
nanimity and  of  respect  for  others  which  is  little  servicable  to  our  own 
purposes  as  a  world  leader.  Within  our  country,  it  may  be  noted,  the 
ills  which  follow  from  indiscreet  and  uninformed  publicity  affect  the 
proceedings  of  Congress  as  it  deals  with  internal  matters.  "Witness 
thereto  is  the  daily  publicity  on  congressional  hearings  and  investiga- 
tions. The  consequence  is  often  heat  rather  than  light.  Similar  pub- 
licity on  the  meetings  of  Assembly  and  Security  Council  committees 
is  certainly  no  less  harmful. 

In  the  realm  of  foreign  affairs  our  diplomats,  the  relevant  bureau- 
crats, and  involved  military  personnel  develop  an  understanding  and 
an  intelligent  accommodatingness  which  is  servicable  to  the  nation's 
international  interest.  They  have  intimate  familiarity  and  daily  con- 
tact with  representatives  of  other  powers.  While  their  conclusions 
and  their  policy  recommendations  need  to  be  subjected  to  informed 
criticism,  they  must  enjoy  a  certain  latitude  and  protected  privacy  in 
their  preliminary  negotiations  and  routine  operations.  Moreover,  dom- 
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inant  mass  opinion  is  not  an  expression  of  the  interest  of  the  social  na- 
tion, nor  initially  representative.  It  tends,  rather,  towards  support  of 
a  power  and  statist  line,  at  least  under  conditions  where  bipartisan  pol- 
icy initially  leads  towards  a  democratic  totalitarian  dogma  rather  than 
a  genuine  vital  center. 

Yet  the  danger  involved  in  secret  diplomacy  is  likewise  a  statist 
concept  of  national  interest.  For  our  national  attitude  is  then  in  large 
part  shaped  by  the  elites  responsible  for  the  day-by-day  conduct  of 
foreign  affairs.  Unless  checked,  they  normally  develop  a  professional 
vested  interest  in  certain  policies,  which  they  deem  servicable  to  the 
nation.  Possessed  of  intelligent  understanding  of  other  peoples  and  skill 
in  dealing  with  them,  they  become  convinced  that  their  fellow  citizens 
should  view  the  national  interest  as  what  they  themselves  advocate. 
The  relating  of  the  layman  to  the  processes  of  policy  administration  can 
create  a  very  effective  counterbalance  and  corrective  to  such  danger- 
ously well-meaning  professional  biases.  For,  provided  his  role  is  properly 
defined  and  implemented,  he  becomes  an  informed  critic  of  the  unpub- 
licized  conduct  of  detailed  negotiations.  He  thereby  constitutes  a  par- 
tial insurance  against  abuses,  and  helps  prevent  a  too  facile  identifica- 
tion of  public  and  professional  interests.  Simultaneously,  he  becomes  a 
broker  between  government  and  public.  He  constitutes  a  source  of  en- 
lightenment which  can  help  diminish  the  naive  dogmas  induced  and 
sustained  by  mass  media.  Finally,  the  alert  layman  aids  the  politician 
in  bridging  the  gap  and  diminishing  the  tension  between  misguided  mass 
demands  and  responses  which  the  latter  dare  not  ignore,  and  enUght- 
ened  assessment  of  our  international  interest,  which  is  difficult  enough 
even  when  he  is  free  from  such  immediate  pressures  by  his  constituents. 


VIII 

Conclusion: 
America's  mission 


However  realistic  our  idealism,  however  idealistic  our  realism,  the  tasks 
of  maintaining  consequent  policy,  of  generating  and  husbanding  morally 
inspired  power,  of  applying  courageous  and  intelligent  energy  in  a 
long-lived  conflict  of  ways  of  and  to  life,  will  not  be  easy.  By  avoiding 
a  narrowed  realism  we  may  prevent  our  loss  of  leadership  and  ultimate 
impotence  through  not  becoming  conspicuously  irrelevant  to  the  aspira- 
tions and  needs  of  humanity  at  large.  By  avoiding  utopianism  and  wish- 
ful thinking  in  our  desire  for  peace  in  our  time,  we  may  escape  being 
deluded  by  other's  words  and  by  self-deceit;  we  may  eschew  un- 
principled concessions  for  the  sake  of  peace  but  at  the  expense  of  law; 
and  we  may  succeed  in  not  confusing  dangerous  impotence  with  dem- 
onstrated integrity. 

Then,  however,  though  we  achieve  a  real  chance  for  meaningful  and 
lasting  success,  we  are  driven  to  abandon  hopes  for  instant  and  perma- 
nent solutions,  and  to  accept  the  need  for  a  sustained  and  coherent 
effort  informed  by  a  consistent  objective,  and  maintained  with  deter- 
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mination  at  whatever  price.  That  price  may  be  high:  we  have  to  con- 
front the  possibihty  of  Armageddon,  wherein  much  of  civiUzation 
might  be  destroyed. 

For  the  conflict  in  our  world  is  a  basic  one,  wherein  our  opponent  has 
wedded  ancient  national  ambition  to  a  crusading  zeal  on  behalf  of  a 
perverted  and  perverse  view  of  the  process  of  human  history  and  its 
destiny.  From  the  alhance  has  come  forth  a  corrupt  but  forceful 
tyranny  which  undevotedly  exploits  its  parents  in  order  to  maintain 
and  extend  untrammeled  and  arbitrary  power.  We  may  expect  calcula- 
tingness  and  ruthlessness  from  that  tyranny:  we  cannot  anticipate  re- 
sponsibility based  on  the  acceptance  of  the  central  values  of  a  rational 
and  spiritual  morality,  which  that  tyranny,  aided  and  supported  by  the 
ideology  of  materialism,  incontinently  rejects. 

Anyone  who  has  observed  the  twists  and  turns  of  the  Communist 
party  line  must  be  aware  that  the  official  doctrine  of  any  moment  has 
little  relevance  to  even  Russia's  own  social  and  economic  facts  and 
needs:  kulaks,  and  more  recently  Jews,  are  not  the  only  classes  sacrificed 
in  the  name  of  dogmas  which,  under  the  guise  of  continued  class 
struggle,  subversively  subordinate  and  diminish  the  human  resources 
and  neglect  the  efficient  exploitation  for  human  welfare  of  the  natural 
resources  of  the  nation.  But,  for  all  the  readiness  of  the  rulers  to 
sacrifice  practicality  and  welfare  to  Marxist  scripture  and  text,  to 
deductions  made  from  them,  and  to  the  outcome  of  preposterous  de- 
bates among  captive  schoolmen,  it  would  be  erroneous  to  infer  that 
we  confront  a  deductive  rational  system  at  once  rigorous  and  ruthless. 
For  the  dominant  tyrant  of  the  moment  has  no  scruple  over  changing 
the  meaning  of  texts  and  the  content  of  appropriate  deductions  to  suit 
his  purposes,  whether  to  warrant  liquidation  of  real  or  putative  rivals 
at  home,  to  justify  changes  in  direction  or  tempo  of  internal  policies, 
or  to  create  propaganda  abroad  serviceable  to  calculations  of  what  for 
the  moment  most  promises  advantage. 

Nor  have  we  any  good  grounds  for  believing  that  change  is  in  the 
offing;  that  the  basic  techniques  of  Soviet  dictatorship  will  be  volun- 
tarily modified  or  abandoned  through  internal  pressures;  that  strug- 
gles for  control  among  the  ruling  party  group  will  lead  to  its  collapse, 
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to  civil  war,  or  to  revolution;  that  popular  discontents  will  prove  di- 
rectly explosive  and  fatal  to  the  rulers;  that  opposition  can  be  readily 
organized;  that  a  combination  of  internal  prosperity  and  manifest 
collective  power  will  lead  to  a  concern  for  public  welfare  and  personal 
freedom;  or  that  the  rulers  of  the  U.S.S.R.  will  change  their  minds  as 
to  the  nature  and  prospects,  moral  and  material,  of  the  West,  with 
consequent  changes  in  policy.  Both  the  Soviet  dictatorship  and  the 
Soviet  practice  of  international  relations,  so  largely  based  on  its  needs, 
fears,  and  hopes,  seem  well  established.  They  are  apt  to  continue  un- 
less ambition,  felt  insecurity,  or  the  need  to  exploit  supposed  evils  else- 
where for  morale  and  public  organization  at  home  lead  to  aggressive 
war  and  to  defeat  in  it;  or  until  over  a  long  period  external  action  and 
inner  discontent  promote  conditions  for,  and  a  will  to,  effective  revolu- 
tion without  war. 

In  Russia,  internal  struggles  for  power,  with  periodic  liquidations 
of  former  leaders  and  their  supporters,  will  in  all  probability  recur. 
They  are,  indeed,  an  inescapable  necessity  of  personal  dictatorship  in 
the  Soviet  one-party  state;  and  a  valuable  technique  simultaneously  to 
avoid  sustained  dissension  and  overcome  competition  at  the  top,  to 
engender  fear  and  submissiveness,  and  to  distract  attention  from  fail- 
ures to  pursue  or  achieve  the  professed  ideals  by  means  of  blaming 
scapegoats,  who  are  dubbed  class  enemies.  Such  struggles  are  not,  how- 
ever, a  sign  of  weakness.  They  do  not  betoken  a  regime  on  the  verge  of 
collapse.  They  do  not  warrant  hopes  for  the  easy  promotion  of  success- 
ful revolution.  Trials  of  leaders,  liquidations,  and  changes  in  party 
line  may  all  provide  us  with  effective  bases  for  propaganda  to  undecided 
peoples.  They  also  reveal  the  essential  nature  of  the  regime  and  give 
us  periodic  reminders  of  the  folly  of  naive  optimism  and  misguided 
good  will. 

By  the  same  token,  they  warn  us  that  a  regime  which  uses  such 
techniques  is  unlikely  to  bring  to  the  top  men  of  international  good 
will,  undogmatic  accommodatingness,  and  a  desire  to  implement  at 
home  the  democratic  promise  of  freedom  on  a  basis  of  equality  which 
is  the  high  ideal  of  theoretical  communism.  Psychologically  and  so- 
ciologically, means  and  ends  are  interdependent,  and  methods  shape 
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results.  The  techniques  of  rule,  and  of  struggle  for  rulership,  at  present 
prevalent  in  the  Soviet  Union,  and  there  firmly  established  as  pragmat- 
ically successful,  are  unlikely  to  bring  to  the  fore  the  personality  types 
who  desire  to  create,  or  could  function  effectively  in,  a  free  democratic 
order.  Nor  are  successful  leaders  there  apt  to  be  men  tolerant  of  the 
Western  way,  or  by  temperament  or  interest  comprehendingly  sym- 
pathetic to  it.  Genuine  collaboration  is  no  more  to  be  expected  than 
immediate  internal  collapse. 

Rather,  the  Russian  leaders,  from  conviction  and  as  a  technique  of 
sustained  power  and  supporting  morale  at  home,  may  be  expected  to 
seek  continuously  and  to  await  expectantly  our  own  collapse:  they  will 
design  their  own  policy,  internal  and  international,  both  to  make  their 
wish  come  true  and  to  take  advantage  of  ills  in  our  system  when  they 
occur. 

In  such  a  course,  their  system  has  certain  short-term  advantages 
based  on  a  specious  coherence.  The  neat  harnessing  of  the  universalis! 
ethic  of  Utopian  Marxism  to  the  exclusive  and  particularist  imperial 
ambition  of  Russia  by  dictators  who  exploit  both,  in  order  to  attain 
security  in  power,  gives  seeming  warrant  to  totalitarianism,  to  mili- 
tarism, and  to  a  rigid  Iron  Curtain.  For  the  rationale  of  the  system,  the 
greatest  hoax  in  modern  history,  is  that  Russia  as  a  communist  society 
is  the  leader  and  special  guardian  of  the  ideal  communist  ethic  in  a 
generally  hostile  world.  It  therefore  has  a  right  to  demand  undeviating 
allegiance  and  submission  from  the  friends  of  justice,  liberty,  and 
equality  everywhere,  regardless  of  supposed  duty  to  their  own  nations, 
whose  governments  are  oppressive  enemies  of  virtue.  It  has  a  right  to 
demand  of  its  own  people  absolute  obedience  and  ardent  acceptance  of 
imposed  sacrifices  and  privations  for  the  sake  of  humanity  elsewhere, 
and  for  the  human  future.  It  has  an  obUgation  to  protect  them  and 
their  leaders  from  contamination  from  without,  which  takes  subtle 
as  well  as  obvious  forms:  non-Communist  countries  are  a  new  Calvinist 
devil  forever  at  work  to  corrupt  the  worshippers  at  the  Marxist  shrine. 
It  has  a  duty  to  use  every  resource  to  protect  its  safety,  territorial, 
institutional,  and  ideological,  and  to  ready  itself  for  others'  deliver- 
ance, purification,  and  orthodox  organization  when  the  time  is  ripe. 
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As  a  consequence  of  such  a  rationale,  the  Russian  economy  may 
properly  be  devoted,  as  it  is  devoted,  to  the  creation  of  an  effective 
military  machine.  Transport  and  industry  have  as  their  prime  function 
direct  or  indirect  service  to  the  arsenal  of  the  professed  champion  of 
world  communism;  and,  since  all  Russia's  citizens  are  themselves  con- 
ceived as  devoted  instruments  of  that  end,  which  is  synonymous  with 
Russia's  own  greatness  and  expansion,  they  too  become  economic  tools 
and  military  weapons,  whose  wants  are  to  be  considered  and  met  only 
to  the  point  needful  for  their  efficiency  and  morale  as  instruments.  In 
this  sense,  propaganda  and  brutal  force  which  inspires  fear  are  like- 
wise parts  of  the  productive  economy:  they  too  help  to  create  and  main- 
tain a  military  machine  usable  on  behalf  of  the  overall  policy,  the  cur- 
rent hne,  and  the  ruling  dictators. 

This  coherent  ideology  in  action  throughout  the  economy  does  not 
simply  forge  a  powerful  military  weapon:  it  is  itself  a  powerful  political- 
economic  weapon  in  a  cold  war  which  on  Russian  Communist  doctrine 
is  inevitable,  and  must  continue  unabated  until,  with  or  without  the 
supplement  of  hot  or  shooting  war,  the  "cause"  has  achieved  global 
triumph.  That  cause  not  only  permits,  but  positively  warrants,  the 
treatment  both  of  Russia's  vast  area  and  population  and  of  all  allied 
countries  as  a  Spartan  armed  camp:  totalitarian  military  discipline, 
including  a  necessary  military  police,  summary  justice,  and  terrorism 
against  those  found  to  be  class  opponents,  is  moral  virtue,  not  evil;  it  is 
designed  for  the  security  of  an  order  which  is  the  instrument  of  ultimate 
human  liberation  and  dignity.  But  such  organization  creates  a  nice 
efficiency  in  the  use  of  scarce  means,  of  limited  productive  capacity 
and  technology  and  of  still  inadequate  skills,  which  in  combination 
would  not  at  present  permit  free  competition — or  comparison,  on  the 
basis  of  consumer  welfare — with  the  "Western,  and  particularly  the 
American,  achievement.  The  doctrine,  then,  either  avoids  or  warrants 
suppression  of  discontent  at  home.  By  monomaniacal  devotion  to  a 
single  and  sinister  purpose  it  allows  the  building  of  a  military  machine 
that  compares  favorably  with  the  West,  which  it  threatens.  Apart 
from  resources,  labor,  and  technical  skills,  it  utilizes  and  directs  the 
work  of  scientific  research  with  similar  economy,  and  thereby  again 
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equalizes  competition  with  the  West,  where  its  purposes  are  more  di- 
verse and  its  practitioners  largely  free.  The  Iron  Curtain,  by  hiding 
from  the  Russian  people  the  content  of  Western  professions  and  West- 
ern respect  for  fact,  and  their  contrast  with  Soviet  pronouncements  in 
United  Nations,  facilitates  maintenance  of  the  thesis  that  our  inten- 
tions are  hostilely  imperialistic,  and  that  the  U.S.S.R.  is  the  bulwark  of 
democratic  freedom  for  nonindustrialized  peoples.  It  likewise  allows  the 
Russian  people  to  be  persuaded  variously  that  our  economic  advantages 
are  temporary;  that  they  are  nonexistent,  and  our  standards  inferior; 
and  that  our  system  is  in  slow  decline,  or  on  the  verge  of  crisis  and 
catastrophe  which  will  engulf  us,  and  bring  about  the  overthrow  of 
our  so-called  democratic  regime,  at  any  moment.  Meanwhile,  the  Russian 
leaders  can  with  impunity  claim  priority  in  all  modern  inventions,  mo- 
nopoly of  scientific  understanding  and  achievement,  and  superior  culture 
and  dissemination  of  culture. 

The  arsenal  of  Soviet  Communism  and  the  Iron  Curtain  thereby 
work  hand  in  hand  as  both  a  coherent  internal  policy  and  an  interna- 
tional weapon  of  cold  war  designed  by  its  very  maintenance  to  pro- 
voke and  promote  in  the  West  the  attitudes  and  the  conditions  respec- 
tively complained  of  and  prophesied.  The  disrespect  for  fact,  the  in- 
transigent hostility,  the  dogmatic  aggressiveness,  and  the  calculated 
encouragement  of  disloyalty  and  subversion  which  mark  the  behavior 
of  the  Russian  leaders  do  indeed  produce  resistance,  defense,  and  in- 
ternal self-defense  in  the  West.  These  measures  are  further  supported 
and  encouraged  by  a  decent  moral  resentment  at  the  oppressive  char- 
acter of  the  Russian  dictatorship  over  its  own  people  and  its  satellites. 
That  angry  concern  is,  however,  usefully  represented  by  the  party- 
leaders  to  the  Russian  people  as  hostility  to  them,  and  a  desire  to  inter- 
vene and  overthrow  their  superior  system;  even  though  the  Russian 
rulers  may  also,  as  a  convenient  tactic  in  international  affairs,  endorse 
legal  or  ethical  doctrines  of  nonintervention,  and  encourage  their  ad- 
vocates. 

Meanwhile,  the  Russian  sacrifice  of  all  other  considerations  to  arma- 
ment forces  the  West,  particularly  this  country,  to  devote  much  of 
its  budget  to  defense.  But  we  are  committed  to  continuous  and  pro- 
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gessive  social  welfare  here-now,  and  neither  would  nor  could  anyone 
persuade  the  American  people  or  its  allies  that  all  must  be  sacrificed  to 
an  indefinite  future  whose  realization  is  threatened  by  a  dog-in-the- 
manger  enemy.  Consequently  the  strains  on  our  resources  and  the  threats 
of  repeated  dislocations  of  the  economy  as  we  readjust  under  changing 
circumstances  to  meet  both  needs  are  in  truth  very  great.  Nor  are  they 
diminished  by  the  pressures,  on  the  one  hand,  of  moralists  and  self- 
interested  citizens  who,  desiring  less  taxes,  clamor  for  decreased  arma- 
ments, and,  on  the  other,  by  equally  self-interested  groups  who,  fearing 
the  impact  of  decreased  government  contracts  and  spreading  that  fear 
abroad  among  us,  help  to  create  a  psychology  of  crisis  and  dislocation 
and  to  diminish  our  chances  of  smooth  adjustments. 

Under  a  specious  guise  of  national-  and  world-communist  welfare, 
the  Soviet  leaders  avoid  that  relaxing  of  continuous  emergency  govern- 
ment which  would  be  thrust  upon  them  with  a  reorientation  towards 
peace  and  internal  prosperity.  Such  a  tactic  actually  tends  to  reduce 
the  higher  living  standards  of  the  West  towards  the  Russian  level.  It 
also  creates  diflBculties  of  adjustment  which,  in  the  absence  of  high 
statesmanship  and  citizen  good  sense,  might  lead  to  that  depression  and 
crisis  which  the  Soviet  rulers  so  eagerly  desire  and  so  pantingly  await. 

For  in  truth  the  whole  Russian  policy,  designed  to  insure  the  safety  of 
tyranny  at  home  by  the  Machiavellian  tactic  of  creating,  maintaining, 
and  combatting  enemies  abroad,  is  a  deliberate  dog-in-the-manger  at- 
titude. The  Party  elite,  aware  of  the  long  gap  between  Russia's  stand- 
ard of  living  in  the  foreseeable  future  and  the  Western  achievement, 
actually  prevents  Russian  betterment  to  preserve  its  own  status  and 
supposedly  necessary  function.  It  too  relies  on  that  most  dangerously 
pervasive  of  social  generalizations,  Gresham's  Law,  deliberately  yet 
needlessly  casting  itself  in  the  role  of  bad  money,  attempting  to  drive 
out  the  good  coin  of  the  West.  It  hopes  through  its  consequent  strategy 
in  support  of  antiquated  Marxist  dogma  to  bring  off  the  coup  of  the 
greatest  of  all  self-fulfilhng  prophecies. 

The  task  of  the  West,  and  especially  of  the  United  States  as  Western 
leader,  is  to  prevent  fulfillment  of  that  prophecy.  It  must  show  its 
capacity,  by  the  countervailing  social  power  of  democratic  institutions 
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and  coherent  policies,  to  circumvent  the  deleterious  operation  of  that 
social  Gresham's  Law.  By  demonstration  of  calmly  ardent  commitment 
to  the  reahzation  of  a  rational  ethic  of  personality  through  free  social 
institutions  at  home  and  abroad,  it  must  make  clear  both  the  superiority 
and  the  universal  availability  of  the  antitotalitarian  and  pro-human 
way.  That  whole  task  necessitates  sustained  attention  and  devotion,  in 
thought  and  action,  at  many  levels  and  in  many  directions. 

In  our  attitudes  to,  and  deaKngs  with,  Russia,  its  peoples,  and  its 
satellite  populations,  we  need  to  overcome  confusion.  We  have  tended 
to  believe  variously  that  the  Russian  people,  being  unaccustomed  to 
self-government,  were  appropriately  ruled  by  the  present  dictatorship; 
that  they  were  loyal  to  it,  so  that  propaganda  against  it  was  futile,  all 
the  difficulties  of  the  Iron  Curtain  apart;  and,  quite  contradictorily, 
that  they  groaned  under  oppression,  awaiting  deliverance,  and  would 
revolt  at  once  and  successfully  were  it  not  for  the  horde  of  secret  po- 
lice, informers,  and  agents-provocateurs  who,  themselves  uneasy  yet 
enmeshed,  made  life  a  horror  of  insecurity,  and  nights  a  prolonged 
nightmare.  We  have  thus  posed  to  ourselves  curious  alternatives:  either, 
as  a  matter  of  national  self-interest,  we  must  combat  the  ambitions  of 
the  Russian  rulers  and  people  abroad,  but  must  acknowledge  the  former's 
right  to  be  tyrannical  within,  and  must  not  aim  at,  or  hope  for,  a 
radically  different  regime,  before  or  after  war;  or  we  could  readily 
gain  the  support  of  the  victims  of  tyranny,  who  long  to  throw  off  their 
chains,  would  do  so  given  proper  aid,  and  would  then  forthwith  be- 
come modern  Western  democrats. 

On  grounds  of  common  sense  and  a  minimal  knowledge  of  social 
psychology  and  modern  history,  these  alternatives  are  patently  absurd. 
No  people,  no  normal  persons.  Eastern  or  Western,  ancient  or  mod- 
ern, deHght  in  death  and  the  fear  of  death;  enjoy  haunted  sleep;  wel- 
come broken  families;  get  pleasure  from  apprehension  of  torture  to 
their  bodies;  and  luxuriate  in  the  constant  discipline  of  suppressed 
thoughts  and  uncertainties  as  to  the  consequences  of  expressed  ones. 
Yet  that  these  conditions  are  the  regular  circumstances  of  Russian  life, 
all  too  ample  evidence  attests.  Reactions  to  them  no  doubt  range  the 
gamut  from  a  harried  apprehensiveness  and  the  strain  of  imaginings 
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cumulatively  worse  than  any  possible  event,  through  dull  exhaustion 
and  apathy,  to  a  sturdy  pursuit  of  daily  tasks  in  a  situation  where  im- 
minent danger  is  the  habitual  setting  of  life.  No  doubt,  too,  some 
persons  may  achieve  an  outwardly  gay  insouciance,  or  develop  the 
gambler's  fixed  impassivity.  Yet  most  Russians,  aside  from  some  (but 
not  all)  of  the  beneficiaries  of  the  regime,  like  any  other  people  under 
similar  conditions,  would  prefer  deliverance  from  such  evils  were  they 
to  see  a  means  and  a  meaningful  alternative,  and  were  the  costs  not 
impossibly  high.  The  need  for  purges;  government  appeals  for  loyalty; 
attested  reports  of  constant  inefficiencies,  corruption,  and  sabotage 
— these  all  suggest  that  discontents  and  frustrations  will  out,  even 
though  the  protests  be  futile,  and  even  though  they  beget  greater  re- 
pression than  before. 

The  distance  between  such  behavior  and  effective  organization  for 
the  conduct  of  revolution  is,  however,  enormous,  as  Lenin's  own  search- 
ing analysis  of  the  requirements  for  the  latter  should  long  since  have 
made  us  aware.  What  is  more,  national  loyalty  is  in  our  time  among 
men's  first  loyalties,  and  its  intensity  is  not  diminished  either  by  a 
relatively  new  sense  of  Russian  national  power  and  prestige,  or  by  the 
conviction,  however  induced,  and  whether  true  or  false,  of  hostility  on 
the  part  of  other  nations  or  blocs.  Hence  resentment  against  internal 
dictatorship,  or,  better,  against  its  impact  on  men's  fear-ridden  daily 
lives,  is  offset  by  national  loyalty,  by  fears  of  other  powers,  and  by 
the  lack  of  alternative  leadership  for  defense.  It  is,  indeed,  readily  dis- 
tracted from  its  proper  objects  and  safely  canalized  into  organized 
hatred  of  the  West.  Men  may  loathe  their  rulers,  be  conscious  of 
tyranny,  and  take  exasperated  action  in  self-defense  or  to  express 
resentment  without  the  hope  of  establishing  a  better  order  through 
revolution;  and  even  with  a  sure  conviction  that  any  such  undertaking 
would  aid  a  greater,  because  alien,  enemy,  and  would  bring  worse  disaster. 

Such  ambivalence  is  precisely  the  setting  of  our  task  in  endeavoring 
to  combat  the  Russian  tyranny  and  gain  support  from  within  the 
country.  It  constitutes  the  difficult  condition  of  appeals  beamed  be- 
hind the  Iron  Curtain.  It  is  folly  for  us  to  take  a  strict  noninterven- 
tionist  position,  on  the  ground  that  Russia's  affairs  are  her  own,  and 
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that  her  people,  at  one  with  their  rulers,  are  incapable  of  instituting,  op- 
erating, or  enjoying  any  sort  of  freer  institutions.  To  do  so  is  to  reject 
from  the  outset  the  view  that  the  ethics  of  personaUty  and  democracy 
has  any  universal  validity,  and  to  espouse  an  absolute  relativism.  Such 
a  position  will  not  help  us  in  dealing  with  Russia.  It  will  not  allow  us  to 
persuade  its  people  that  their  own  rulers  are  wrong  in  claiming  that  we 
are  hostile  to  the  Russian  people  and  their  national  integrity.  Rather, 
we  shall  simply  have  facilitated  maintenance  of  the  Iron  Curtain,  and 
misrepresentation  behind  it.  Likewise,  we  shall  have  abandoned  any 
possibiUty  of  giving  hope  or  leadership  to  satellite  peoples  where  these 
are  in  fact  captive  and  resentful.  We  shall  have  lost  the  battle  for  un- 
decided peoples  who,  though  persuaded  that  we  are  not  imperialist  or 
opposed  to  their  national  aspirations,  will  also  conclude  that  we  offer 
no  alternative  to  the  Soviet  promise  of  a  better  world  and  life.  Above 
all,  we  shall  have  lost  our  own  sense  of  leadership  in  defense  of  great 
values,  grounded  in  tradition  and  demonstrated  by  reason.  The  final 
consequence  could  well  be  abandonment  of  our  convinced  maintenance 
of  free  institutions  at  home. 

Yet  to  seek  the  showdown  of  war  against  Russia  on  our  own  terms 
and  in  our  own  time,  a  course  sometimes  advocated  on  grounds  of 
strategy  and  of  a  conviction  of  war's  inevitability,  would  be  equally 
misguided.  Indeed,  the  appeal  of  such  a  program  rests  mainly  on 
nerves,  on  our  desire  to  escape  sustained  tension  and  cut  the  Gordian 
knot.  In  truth,  the  most  difficult  condition  of  effective  Western,  and 
in  particular  American,  policy,  is  the  need  lastingly  to  confront  and 
bear  such  strain  and  to  maintain  level-headedness  in  the  process.  For, 
all  the  destructive  horror  of  atomic  warfare  apart,  our  own  victory 
in  such  an  endeavor  so  undertaken  would  not  be  triumph  for  the  cause 
of  democratic  freedom  as  a  universal  morality.  We  should  then  in- 
deed appear  the  enemy,  not  simply  of  the  Communist  dogma,  or  of  its 
further  perversion  and  abuse  by  dictator  and  Party  leadership,  but  of 
the  Russian  people  and  nation.  Though  the  existing  regime  fell  in  de- 
feat, the  dual  task  of  creating  free  institutions  without  threat  of  to- 
tahtarian  revivals  through  patriotic  appeal,  and  of  furthering  the  reign 


America*s  mission    i^    203 

of  peaceful  world  law  grounded  in  principles  of  common  humanity 
would  be  hampered,  and  indejfinitely  delayed. 

Our  own  strategy,  which  may  indeed  lead  soon  or  late  to  war  being 
thrust  upon  us  by  an  increasingly  insecure  Russian  regime,  must  be 
directed  to  encouraging  germs  of  discontent  within  the  Soviet  Union 
and  its  satellites  wherever  possible,  and  to  the  extent  possible.  We 
must  organize  and  aid  potential  revolutionaries  there,  yet  as  far  as 
possible  restrain  them  from  ill-calculated  or  premature  action.  We 
must  persuade  the  Russian  people  that  we  are  opposed  to  a  tyranny 
which  at  once  deprives  them  of  immediately  available  material  well- 
being,  personal  security,  and  freedom,  and  threatens  the  peace  and 
prospects  of  ameliorative  prosperity  for  the  rest  of  the  world.  We 
must  ourselves  develop  our  own  system,  inch^ding  its  military  power, 
so  that  at  the  ripe  moment  we  may  aid  them  first  to  throw  off  their 
chains  with  minimum  cost  and  disruption,  and  then  to  reconstruct 
society  on  their  own  design  and  tradition,  without  undue  suffering,  and 
without  intervention  designed  to  impose  our  special  dogmas  or  institu- 
tions or  to  further  interests  peculiar  to  ourselves. 

Such  a  program  may  seem  to  involve  fighting  fire  with  fire,  nor- 
mally a  dubious  proposition  from  the  moral  viewpoint.  Certainly  it 
necessitates  encouragement  of  subversion  and  disloyalty  to  the  Russian 
government.  Yet  such  tactics,  used  to  harm  our  institutions,  are  one 
of  our  basic  complaints  against  Russian-sponsored  international  Com- 
munism, and  the  ground,  until  recently,  for  our  present  attitudes  toward 
American  Communists  and  the  Communist  party.  Hence,  to  advocate 
such  a  course  on  our  part  may  appear  to  involve  mere  bias,  to  make  our 
principles  relative  to  whose  ox  is  gored,  to  reject  the  dictate  of  disin- 
terested reason  that  sauce  for  the  goose  is  sauce  for  the  gander,  and  so  to 
put  ourselves  on  a  par  with  our  opponents  and  lose  all  chance  of  persuad- 
ing hesitant  peoples  of  the  superior  ethical  claims  of  our  own  social  phi- 
losophy in  action. 

In  form,  indeed,  such  an  indictment  is  correct.  Nevertheless,  though 
imperfect  man  may  never  achieve  his  ideals  completely,  and  may  not 
even  formulate  them  with  absolute  and  final  correctness,  warrant  is 
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not  thereby  given  for  a  complete  relativism.  Strategies  gain  validation, 
not  simply  from  appropriateness  to  purpose,  but  from  the  soundness 
of  the  purpose  itself.  The  overall  thesis  here  propounded  is  that  the 
present  bipolar  conflict  involves  a  fundamental  issue  between  ways  of 
life  and  concepts  of  man,  not  a  mere  struggle  between  powers  which 
share  a  common  view  of  life  and  its  values,  but  have  different  interests 
and  inevitably  distorting  vantage  points.  Further,  while  Communist 
doctrine  claims  universal  validity,  the  Soviet  government  is  a  totali- 
tarian tyranny  which  oppresses  its  own  people,  reduced  to  mere  means 
on  behalf  of  ends  beyond,  and  exclusive  of,  themselves.  Likewise,  it  is 
particularist  in  that  its  only  concept  of  universal  duty  is  a  Hke  sub- 
mission by  all  others  to  itself.  Not  less  than  Nazism,  though  less 
frankly,  and  indeed  with  a  specious  contrary  profession,  it  rejects 
both  that  common  humanity  which  rests  on  the  ultimacy  of  persons 
and  that  tolerance  of  institutional  diversity  which,  given  men's  special 
circumstances  and  traditions  and  their  resultant  common  though  dif- 
fering limitations,  is  its  proper  corollary.  Its  encouragement  of  sub- 
version elsewhere  and  its  oppression  at  home  are  thus  both  alike  at- 
tacks on  man's  meaning.  To  attempt  to  subvert  it  and  to  combat  its 
infiltration  in  the  name  and  by  the  means  of  a  theory  and  practice  of 
life  which,  in  rejecting  its  claims  as  at  best  moral  error  and  at  most 
a  rationalization  of  self-conscious  immorality,  themselves  assert  both 
the  universal  rights  of  persons  and  their  particular  local  needs  as  con- 
ditions for  effective  pursuit  and  realization  of  those  rights,  is  therefore 
a  moral  imperative.  In  this  sense,  the  end  justifies  the  use  of  necessary 
means  in  the  one  case,  as  it  warrants  condemning  their  employment, 
by  reason  of  condemning  their  purpose,  in  the  other.  If  the  end  is 
good,  the  appropriate  means  are  indeed  permitted.  Moreover,  their 
employment  is  then  an  obligation.  But  an  evil  end  makes  means  thereto 
evil  in  proportion  to  their  appropriateness  to  its  achievement. 

The  above  assertions,  however,  re-emphasize  the  nature  and  dimen- 
sions of  our  task,  which  is  indeed  meaningless  or  futile  if  men  any- 
where genuinely  desire  and  love  tyranny  and  regard  themselves  and 
their  lives  as  without  value  or  meaning.  Likewise,  the  interpretation 
here  given  is  erroneous  and  dangerously  misleading  if  the  Russian  lead- 
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ership  is  morally  principled,  nonarbitrary,  and  constitutionally  sub- 
ject to  the  rule  of  law  at  home;  and  if  it  respects  persons  and  the 
diversities  of  peoples  and  their  institutions  abroad.  But  if  it  does  not, 
then  (to  reiterate  for  emphasis)  we  must  at  once  insist  that  it  does 
not.  "We  must  make  clear  its  falsity  and  its  moral  failure  to  those  de- 
luded by  its  rationalizations  and  not  convinced  otherwise  by  direct 
experience  or  knowledge.  We  must  show  convincingly  that  we,  on  the 
contrary,  do  follow  our  professed  respect  for  men  and  peoples,  alike  in 
our  society  at  home,  in  our  present  dealings  with  allies  and  hesitant 
neutrals,  in  our  immediate  program  for  relations  respectively  with  the 
Russian  government  and  the  Russian  people,  and  in  our  plans  for  last- 
ing assistance  to  the  latter  that  they  may  achieve  and  shape  their  own 
free  institutions. 

This  needful  attitude  and  policy  towards  the  Soviet  bloc  and  its 
component  nations,  who  are  in  one  sense  the  most  urgent  of  our 
concerns  and  in  another  constitute  the  locus  of  a  last  battle  in  our 
struggle  for  a  reign  of  international  law,  a  comity  of  peoples,  and  the 
world-wide  prevalence  of  humanistic  principle,  is  simply  the  expres- 
sion at  a  critical  point  of  the  whole  policy  to  whose  exploration  and 
defense  the  preceding  pages  have  been  devoted.  That  policy  rests  on 
our  moral  heritage  and  our  social  and  political  institutions,  whose 
furtherance  and  protection  are  not  only  conditions  of  our  inner  se- 
curity and  spiritual  welfare  at  home,  but  also  the  very  grounds  of  any 
legitimate  claim  to  leadership  in  and  for  a  free  world  of  liberated  per- 
sons. 

To  perform  our  role  effectively  and  preserve  our  society  as  a  moral 
venture  we  need  clarity  as  to  their  nature  and  commitment  to  the 
values  implicit  or  explicit  in  them.  Such  clarity  constitutes  our  gen- 
erative drive  towards  the  creative  release  and  direction  of  individual 
and  social  energies.  For  only  by  positive  commitment  can  we  combat 
and  overcome  tendencies  to  insecurity  and  lostness  and  thereby  achieve 
not  simply  the  nerve  of  failure,  easy  in  crisis  yet  dangerous,  but  the 
more  important  and  difficult  nerve  of  imperfect  success  and  constant 
striving.  We  must  be  calmly  aware  that  Utopia  never  comes,  and 
we  must  cease  to  want  or  expect  it.  Such  an  attitude  is  necessary  to 
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avoid  a  sense  of  futility  and  of  functionlessness,  and  to  escape  those 
collective  psychic  miseries  whereby  the  groundwork  is  laid  for  dictator- 
ship as  supposed  deliverance  and  the  restoration  of  apparent  purpose 
in  life.  Such  moral  armament  is  our  lasting  and  impregnable  defense 
against  that  social  and  personal  insecurity  which  is  far  more  pro- 
foundly subversive  alike  of  our  institutions  and  of  the  value-system 
we  share  with  others  than  any  misguided  band  of  Communists  boring 
from  within,  however  sinister  the  latter  be,  and  however  vital  it  is 
to  combat  them.  For,  once  given  a  clear  social  philosophy  and  purpose, 
we  can  transform  recurrent  crises  and  nervous  tensions  into  the  se- 
curity of  sustainedly  purposeful  striving.  Threats  then  become  purely 
external,  the  consequence  of  the  uncertain  actions  of  our  polar  enemy. 
But  then  such  threats  can  be  squarely  confronted,  and  the  variables  for 
prediction  and  policy  are  greatly  decreased,  since  our  own  position 
is  clear.  The  very  dangers  then  strengthen,  rather  than  weaken,  our 
unswerving  course. 

Yet  the  nature  of  our  heritage;  of  America's  institutional  embodi- 
ment and  furtherance  of  it;  of  the  present  promise  in  our  way  of  life 
and  our  achievements  for  its  preservation  and  development  in  the 
future;  and  of  the  necessary  affirmations  and  rejections  to  insure  such 
development  and  avoid  corruption — these  are  all  in  their  essentials  clear 
and  simple. 

Our  central  heritage  is,  first,  the  Graeco-Roman  concept  of  man 
the  social-political  animal  and  of  law  as  restraining  and  enabling  princi- 
ple for  his  realization.  Secondly,  it  comprises  the  Hebraic-Christian 
revelation  of  man  the  essential  person,  endowed  with  ultimate  dignity 
and  worth,  and  never  to  be  fully  cabined  and  confined  in  the  matrix 
of  earthly  institutions,  which  are  his  necessary  servants  but  never 
his  final  and  all-inclusive  masters.  For  centuries  the  Western  world 
has  struggled  to  realize  these  insights,  ultimately  compatible  and  mu- 
tually sustaining,  yet  often  in  seeming  conflict,  whether  through  falsely 
extreme  formulations  or  through  the  inadequacies  of  human  knowledge 
and  powers  of  control  over  men  and  environments,  over  difference  and 
distance. 

Much  of  European  history  is  concerned  with  the  search   for   an 
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operable  and  efficient  order  of  law;  with  the  achievement  of  a  national 
system  which  would  overcome  localism,  secure  citizens  against  private 
violence,  and  create  collective  power  and  prosperity.  In  the  course  of 
that  effort,  freedom  of  the  person  was  generally  held  of  minor  mo- 
ment: the  evocation  of  common  loyalty  to  the  nation  and  its  ruler  was 
the  prerequisite  and  foundation  of  secure  order.  Success  in  the  en- 
deavor brought  absolute  monarchy,  mercantilist  regulation,  and  the 
doctrine  of  state  sovereignty. 

These  in  due  course  proved  frustrating,  and  became  corrupted,  in 
forgetfulness  of  initial  purpose  and  achievement.  Men  then  sought  to 
constitutionalize  power,  to  participate  in  its  control  or  exercise,  to 
gain  freedoms  for  worship,  thought,  and  enterprise.  In  the  struggles 
which  began  with  the  English  Civil  War,  continued  through  the 
Glorious  Revolution  and  the  French  Revolution,  and  filled  the  nine- 
teenth century  with  reforms  and  revolts  designed  in  the  main  to 
achieve  representative  and  responsible  parliamentary  government,  the 
overall  objectives  were  attained  throughout  a  large  area  of  Europe, 
and,  prior  to  the  Revolution  of  19 17,  seemed  on  the  way  to  attainment 
even  in  Russia. 

Nevertheless,  these  achievements  occurred  within  the  pattern  of  the 
sovereign  nation-state  and  of  settled  hierarchical  societies.  Sovereignty 
was  transferred;  national  loyalty  was  transformed  and  strengthened 
as  popular  identification  with  the  nation  and  its  public  power  and 
prestige.  The  state,  even  when  it  was  not  master,  remained  the  master- 
symbol;  and  life  came  to  have  a  dominantly  political  focus,  whose 
outcome  was  potentially  statist.  Rights  were  conditional,  save  where, 
as  in  England,  they  had  become  traditional;  and  majorities  tended  to 
enjoy  the  once  unchallenged  claims  of  absolute  monarchs.  Thus  the 
full  reconciliation  in  a  free  and  varied  society  of  the  two  great  ele- 
ments in  the  Western  tradition  remained  imperfectly  realized,  and  the 
Christian  dignity  of  the  person  was  always  imperfectly  secure  in  the 
face  of  the  state,  potentially  even  when  not  actually  men's  master. 
And,  as  should  now  be  clear,  Marxist  Communism,  for  all  its  ethical 
inspiration,  and  in  the  face  of  its  own  professed  enmity  to  the  state, 
ended  by  exaggerating  the  statist  element  in  Europe's  development, 
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and  in  the  name  of  human  hberation  produced  a  totaUtarian  tyranny 
which  laughed  at  the  whole  idea  of  personal  rights  and  ruthlessly 
sacrificed  persons. 

By  contrast  with  Europe,  America,  aided  by  a  virgin  continent  ripe 
for  settlement  and  rich  in  unused,  and  largely  unoccupied,  resources, 
pursued  a  different  course  which  promised  to  harmonize  the  values  of 
"Western  man  and  to  a  considerable  degree  brought  realization  of  the 
promise.  From  Colonial  days  many  of  our  English  settlers  were  critical 
of,  or  hostile  to,  monarchical  pretensions.  Ardent  in  their  Protestantism, 
they  were  fully  aware  of  the  limitations  of  the  political  view  of  life 
and  of  the  inadequacy  to  the  good  life  of  an  all-embracing  public  order. 
Later,  our  federal  constitutional  system,  with  all  its  intricate  checks 
and  balances  and  its  rejection  of  a  single  and  centralized  sovereignty, 
provided  the  organization  for  a  political  system  which  itself  militated 
against  statism;  while  the  Bill  of  Rights  insured  against  total  reduc- 
tion of  the  person  to  a  subject  citizen. 

Our  long-lived  frontier  and  the  vast  reach  of  a  subcontinent  pro- 
vided further  security  against  governmental  control  and  development 
of  the  nation,  without  preventing  use  of  government  as  a  convenient 
instrumentality  and  support  in  the  furtherance  of  men's  diverse  inde- 
pendent enterprises.  But  the  roots  of  our  undertakings  were  the  self- 
helping  individual  and  the  voluntary  co-operating  group.  Subsequently, 
with  much  travail,  we  assured  indeed  that  a  national  loyalty  and 
pride,  which  yet  were  not  our  sole  or  always  dominant  attachments 
even  in  the  political  realm,  should  be  reflected  in  a  due  and  secure  unity. 
Yet  the  many  from  which  the  one  was  made  were  not  lost  or  swallowed 
in  the  process.  Sectional  and  local  loyalties  and  numerous  governments 
which  supplied  services  attached  to  themselves  interests;  and  sustained 
citizen  interest  remained.  Likewise,  our  social  order  continued  to  be 
pluralistic.  The  sense  and  accomplishment  of  Greek  citizenship  as  a 
full  participation  in  all  the  activities  of  life  here  resulted  from  the  inter- 
play of  private,  semipublic,  and  public  and  official  groups  at  all  levels 
of  life  and  on  every  scale,  local,  state,  regional,  and  national.  The 
federal  government  itself  came  to  fill  the  dual  role  of  participating  part- 
ner and  overall  protector  of  this  adventure  in  social  living.  We  always 
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were,  In  time  more  conspicuously  became,  and  today  remain,  a  social 
rather  than  a  narrowly  political  nation,  whose  highest  loyalty  and 
commitment  is  to  the  American  way  of  life  rather  than  simply  or  ex- 
clusively to  the  United  States  government. 

In  such  an  order,  personal  rights  have  indeed  enjoyed  the  protection 
of  institutional  freedom,  of  escape  from  abridgement  by  very  reason 
of  the  variety  of  our  authorities  and  of  the  support  given  them,  often 
from  ulterior  motives,  by  other  Interests.  Yet  they  have  also  remained 
secure  and  healthy  by  very  reason  of  our  activist  release  of  energies: 
by  their  constant  exercise  in  a  society  where  the  presumption  Is  In  fa- 
vor of  joining  and  of  causes,  and  not  of  Initiation  of  new  undertakings 
by  government,  or  of  waiting  for  the  action  of  a  recognized  elite. 

What  is  more,  for  all  the  past  abuses  and  continuing  defects  in  our 
economic  and  industrial  order,  the  development  of  American  re- 
sources to  the  point  of  our  present  technological  pre-eminence  has  at 
once  been  aided  by  and  has  enrlchlngly  complemented  the  ethos  of 
political  federalism  and  social  pluralism.  Conjointly  with  them,  it  has 
progressively  made  available  to  more  and  more  of  our  inhabitants  ade- 
quate material  means  for  their  independence  and  security,  so  that  all 
may  be  effective  democratic  citizens,  unhampered  by  the  short-sight- 
edness which  comes  from  urgent  want,  debasing  toil,  and  an  uncer- 
tain tomorrow.  Likewise,  it  now  makes  leisure  and  pleasure  the  normal 
lot,  and  so  opens  the  way  to  cultural  and  spiritual  fulfillment  of  di- 
verse personalities  in  that  area  of  final  goods  where,  granted  a  decent 
tolerance,  varied  satisfactions  need  not  conflict,  but  can  enrich  at  once 
the  individual  and  the  social  order. 

In  short,  by  reason  of  our  institutions,  and  aided  by  our  environ- 
mental fortune,  we  have  progressively  achieved  a  rich  society  whose 
material  triumphs  do  not  portend  a  vulgar  materialism,  but  promote 
and  make  possible  for  most  men  and  women,  and  in  Ideal  for  all,  the 
creative  release  of  their  energies  and  the  realization  of  their  per- 
sonalities. We  are  fortified  by  the  reaches  and  riches  and  the  gen- 
erative power  of  a  subcontinental  nation.  We  are  served  alike  by  in- 
dustrial technology  and  governments  as  co-operative  instruments  for 
a  pubhc-weifare  society.  We  are  intensely  committed  to  group  action 
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for  public  not  less  than  private  purposes.  Our  common  allegiance  rests 
on,  and  is  reinforced  by,  institutional  insurance  and  furtherance  of  po- 
litical and  social  liberties  and  participation,  and  freedom  for  individual 
preferences  and  pursuits.  By  heritage  and  practice  we  constitute  the 
middle-class  classless  society  of  free  persons. 

That  achievement,  and  its  continued  insurance  and  furtherance,  is 
the  just  basis  of  our  claim  to  principled  leadership  in  the  world.  It 
comprises  our  answer  to  Soviet  Communism,  and  it  offers  a  superior 
alternative  to  others  who  will  emulate  our  way  and  seek  and  enjoy  our 
help.  The  chapters  of  this  book  have  been  devoted  to  showing  the  im- 
plications for  foreign  policy  of  that  way.  They  have  attempted  to  com- 
bat those  erroneous  ideas  which,  in  our  day  of  power  and  leadership, 
would  lead  us  in  supreme  folly  back  to  a  European  pattern;  even 
though  Europe,  through  inescapable  heritage  and  despite  ardent  efforts, 
could  not  adequately  reaHze,  as  we  through  fortune  and  energy  may 
realize,  the  shared  insights  of  Western  culture.  Yet  the  universahty 
and  rationality  of  "Western  values  make  them  the  common  aspiration 
of  all  peoples. 

But  the  implication  of  the  preceding  argument  is  that  policy  for  our 
leadership  in  and  for  a  free,  because  morally  and  institutionally  lib- 
erated, world,  must  rest  on  clarified  commitment  to  the  strengthen- 
ing and  further  realization  of  our  central  insights  and  best  institutional 
practice  at  home.  Such  achievement  necessitates  uncompromising  sup- 
port of  the  method  of  freedom,  of  a  constitutional  democracy  engined 
by  a  free  politics  which  accepts  men's  finiteness  and  uncertainty,  and 
cherishes  rights  as  conditions  imposed  by  that  uncertainty  and  as  means 
to  utilize  human  resources  and  release  human  energies  to  the  maximum 
degree  possible  compatibly  with  such  support.  "We  need,  therefore,  to 
overcome  the  continuing  blemishes  in  our  society  and  to  extend  the 
reach  of  rights.  Aware  of  the  need  for  stability  and  gradualness,  and 
of  the  claims  of  vested  as  well  as  unvested  interests,  we  must  then 
acknowledge  with  a  sense  of  proportion  those  real  social  ills  and  in- 
justices, whether  they  affect  Negroes  or  Indians,  slum-dwellers  or 
tenant  farmers,  on  which  Communists  excessively  harp.  And  we  must 
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progressively  correct  them  and  seek  to  equalize  the  range  of  choices 
open  to  men,  as  we  have  so  long  and  successfully  been  doing,  despite 
hesitancies  and  resistances. 

By  the  same  token,  we  must  forthrightly  insist  that  our  method  of 
freedom  is  the  way  of  self-correctingness  by  men  who,  while  coura- 
geously committed  to  the  truth  that  man  is  valuable  and  a  moral 
animal,  possess  no  final  truth.  We  are  lastingly  seekers  for  enlighten- 
ment, proceeding  from  the  knowledge  and  with  the  resources  we  have 
into  an  uncertain  future  which  is  yet  by  our  method  to  be  made  as 
enriching,  and  rendered  as  little  dangerous,  as  human  powers  permit. 
Then,  however,  for  the  very  sake  of  that  creative  venturing,  we  must 
refuse  to  acknowledge  any  right  to  use  our  freedoms  for  the  avowed 
purpose  of  sabotaging  or  subverting  them  by  guile  and  force.  Claimed 
rights  to  that  end  must  be  denied;  and  we  must,  where  need  be, 
revamp  ancient  protections  against  arbitrary  monarchs  so  as  to  secure 
our  society,  and  those  governmental  institutions  which  are  its  valued 
servants  and  supports,  against  enemies  internal  as  well  as  external.  "We 
must  abandon  the  incubus  of  a  dogmatic  liberalism  that  is  falsely 
tolerant;  and  we  must  avoid  that  heresy-hunting  which,  ardent  to  pre- 
serve us  against  the  consequences  of  false  tolerance,  threatens  also  the 
right  and  claim  to  proper  diversity  and  dissidence. 

In  so  doing,  we  take  out  potent  insurance,  by  our  clear  consensus 
and  consequent  collaboration,  against  needless  occurrence  of  those 
crises  and  conflicts  which  the  Soviet  leaders  have  so  long  insisted  are 
inevitable  in  capitalist  democracy,  have  so  impatiently  awaited,  and 
have  sought  to  bring  about  in  order  to  exploit.  Likewise,  to  the  rest  of 
the  world  we  thereby  can  give  assurance  at  once  of  our  stability  and 
of  our  clear  vision.  Then  we  can  hope  for  their  commitment  to  our 
cause  without  reservation,  since  they  will  be  assured  that  we  are 
committed  and  consequent,  and  will  not  fear  either  that  we  will  re- 
tire into  our  shell  in  the  time  of  their  troubles  or  will  fish  in  muddied 
waters  in  hopes  of  an  unexpected  haul  at  their  expense. 

On  such  a  foundation  we  may  adopt,  and  more  nobly  adapt,  the 
Roman  concept  of  mission  in  the  world: 
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Tu  regere  imperio  populos,  Romane,  memento 
Hae  tibi  erunt  artes,  pacisque  imponere  morem, 
Parcere  subiectis,  et  debellare  superbos. 

(Virgil,  Aeneid  VI,  851-53) 

But,  Rome,  'tis  thine  alone,  with  awful  sway, 
To  rule  mankind,  and  make  the  world  obey, 
Disposing  peace  and  war  by  thy  own  majestic  way; 
To  tame  the  proud,  the  fetter 'd  slave  to  free: 
These  are  imperial  arts,  and  worthy  thee. 

(Dryden  translation) 

For  our  sway  over  others  will  be  no  imperial  rule,  but  the  respected 
influence  of  demonstrated  success  and  primacy  in  devotion  to  a  com- 
mon humanity.  Our  arts  will  be  wise  assistance  and  unfailing  support 
towards  liberation,  towards  others  sharing  in  and  contributing  to  a 
common,  yet  vastly  rich  and  varied,  culture.  Peace  will  indeed  be  our 
end,  and  a  custom  sought  for  the  world,  through  international  law  and 
international  institutions  founded  on  principle,  to  which  we  ourselves 
are  also  willingly  subject  because  their  leading  proponents.  In  search 
of  that  law,  it  will  be  our  ardent  mission  not  simply  to  spare  the  hum- 
ble but  to  deliver  the  oppressed.  To  that  end  we  shall  indeed  make 
war  a  otitrance,  with  no  compromise,  on  the  proud  dictators  who 
pervert  all  principle  and  debase  men  whom  they  have  first  oppressed. 
Thus  our  moral  empire  will  rest  on  a  freely  accepted  appeal  to  the 
minds  and  hearts  of  peoples  liberated  with  our  assistance,  enjoying  our 
respect  on  grounds  of  a  common  humanity,  and  welcomed  as  part- 
ners in  the  human  venture  who  by  their  efforts  and  insights  enrich 
the  stock  of  human  culture.  Only  such  uncompulsive  empire  is  con- 
sonant with  our  heritage,  our  insights,  our  concept  of  mission,  and 
the  moral  security  of  our  own  institutions.  By  reason  of  that  heritage 
and  inspiration,  we  can  accept  no  less,  and  seek  no  more. 
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